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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this thesis is to examine the Republic of 
Korea Army Officer Performance Evaluation System which is 
used to evaluate its officer personnel. This is accom- 
plished by approaching the issues from two directions: the 
U. S. military evaluation system and an analysis of question- 
naires and interview data based on a model of the accuracy 
of a performance evaluation process. 

It is concluded that the Republic of Korea Army Officer 
Performance Evaluation System must focus on rater motiva- 
tion, feedback of rating results for developmental role of 
future performance as well as an evaluative role of past 
performance, attention must also be given to deficiencies 
resulting from using a relative rating system. 

Finally, based on the foregoing analysis, an alternative 
fbr rater motivation and modification of the evaluation 
format are suggested to increase the efficiency and effec- 
tiveness of the current R. 0. K. Army Officer Performance 
Evaluation System. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 



A. THESIS CONCEPT 

In the' revision of the Republic of Korea Army Officer 
Performance Evaluation System (ROKAOPES) implemented in 
1983, the following statements were identified: 



The final revision goal of the ROKAOPES for the future 
has to develop an absolute evaluation system to assess 
an an individual s abilities. actual achievements, and 
the potential traits without contamination or skewing 
which results in inflation of marks. The goal must 
include a plan to develop strengths and to remove weak- 
nesses in a system which the evaluation results are made 
known to the ratee very clearly. 

Since such a system requires fairness and high accuracy 
on the part of the rarer the new system must include a 
method of training raters. Since relative and absolute 
evaluations are accruing at the same. raters will need 
assistance in becoming more consistent [Ref. 1: pp. 

• 9-10]. 



The conceptual basis of this study is to determine if 
the ROKAOPES, as a mid-term review, is operated effectively 
and efficiently. A discussion of the issues raised by the 
above statements, relative to the major interests of each 
officer, is conducted to examine the effectiveness of the 
system. 

B. PURPOSE 

According to the previous quotations, the R. 0. K. Army is 
an officer performance evaluation system (OPES) revision to 
be used as a replacement (or supplement) in the event that 
current efforts don't meet the requirements in producing a 
reliable and more acceptable spread of marks, and of the 
absolute evaluation and of improvement of individual by 
"releasing" the results of one's rating. Top management in 
the R. 0. K. Army may be making major decisions regarding the 
future of the current OPES. It is, of course, in the best 
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interests of the organization to reduce or to minimize the 
period of uncertainty associated with this decision. If the 
current system is temporary, then there is a need for a 
reevaluation of its many components. Therefore, the purpose 
of this thesis is to reevaluate and analyze the system by 
determining whether or not the ROKAOPES meets the estab- 
lished purpose of performance appraisal to provide informa- 
tion to support that decision making process. 

C. SCOPE 

To accomplish the purpose of the thesis, research has 
been directed into the following areas: 

1. A study of pertinent performance evaluation literature 

2. A review of the ROKAOPES and the U. S. military (Army, 
Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps) evaluation system. 

3. A critical analysis of the current ROKAOPES by an 
informational questionnaire designed to determine 
R. 0. K. Army officers perceptions and observations of 
OPES. 

4. A study of deficiencies of the current system based on 
literature review and analysis. 

5. Recommendations and/or modification implications based 
upon the foregoing analysis. 

In particular, the study of this thesis highlights 
whether the OPES meets the evaluation purposes of the R. 0. K. 
Army. Questionnaires were drawn from officers above the 
rank of major since they are senior officers who have more 
experience as a ratee and a rater under various evaluation 
systems. The developmental system which the R. 0. K. Army 
does not yet adopt are also investigated through the U. S. 
military evaluation system. Finally, this research includes 
the system, the evaluation forms, and the usage of the 
results in the evaluation system. Factors such as promotion 
board, selection board, etc. , are not considered. 

D. METHODOLOGY 

The methodology employed in developing a balanced 
discussion of pertinent issues entailed synthesizing 
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information acquired through letters, interviews, 
questionnaires, personal experience as a ratee and a rater, 
current regulations, and literature. Various controversial 
comments on the current system were obtained through 
interviews with five R. 0. K. Army colonels and lieutenant 
colonels who had studied at Naval Postgraduate School. The 
U. S. military evaluation systems were investigated by 
consulting the personnel executive officers of each service 
and by studying the current regulations. For 
questionnaires, 237 officers above the rank of major were 
randomly selected from the Army War College and the Army 
Logistics School. 

E. ORGANIZATION 

This thesis contains 6 chapters. In the next chapter, 
the evaluation purpose, criteria, a model of the accuracy in 
a performance evaluation process, and evaluation format are 
discussed. The closing section of chapter II identifies the 
military environment for evaluation. Chapter III presents 
studies of the R. 0. K. Army, and the U. S. Army, Navy, Air 
Force, and Marine Corps OPES. In the second section of 
Chapter III, the current evaluation system and its outline 
in the R. 0. K. Army are briefly described. The next section 
in Chapter III identifies significant characteristics of the 
U. S. military evaluation system. In Chapter IV, the results 
of questionnaires and interviews are categorized into 3 
aspects (the system policies, evaluation forms, and feedback 
of the rating results) and are analyzed for each category. 
Chapter V identifies strengths and deficiencies of the OPES 
in the R. 0. K. Army. Chapter VI provides the conclusions 
inferred by the discussion and a list of specific recommen- 
dations for the R. 0. K. Army policy makers for personnel 
management. 
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II. THEORY AND CONTROVERSIES OF PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 



A. EVALUATION PURPOSE 

The majority of performance evaluation systems today are 
used to justify wages and salary, to validate selection and 
promotion procedures, to set goals, to determine training 
needs, to provide counseling and feedback concerning 
performance, to compare employees' abilities and to find out 
their potential merits, and to provide a historical back- 
ground to aid in the justification of personnel actions. 

According to Cumming and Schwab [ Ref. 2: pp. 4-7] , 
performance evaluation is differentiated on the basis of 
whether the purpose of evaluation i's to evaluate past 
performance or to develop future performance. The evalua- 
tive or judgemental role of performance evaluation focuses 
on the past activities for the purpose of making administra- 
tive decisions such as promotion, selection, placement, and 
so on. The developmental or counseling role focuses on 
improving performance or the potential for performance 
directly by aiding the employee in identifying areas for 
improvement and growth. Figure 2. 1 shows the differences 
between the evaluative role and the developmental role. 

Within Figure 2.1, the evaluative role implies that the 
rater will use various dimensions from the best to the worst 
level, such as outstanding to very poor, planned in order to 
make decisions concerning the ratee ' s performance. On the 
other hand, the developmental role focuses on improving the 
ratee ' s potentials and merits, or counseling. Therefore 
descriptive types such as essays or comments are generally 
used for this role. 1 



techniques for this theory include a Developmental 
Action Program (DAP), a Maintenance Action Program (MAP), 
and a Remedial Action Program (RAP). This author thinks that 
R. 0. K. Army actually has various difficulties with these 
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Judomental Role 


Counseling Role 


Focus: 


. On past performance 


. On improvement in 
future performance 


Ob j ective: 


. Improve performance 
by more effective 
personnel 


. Improve performance 
through self-learn- 
ing and reward ad- 
ministration growth 


Method: 


. Variety of rating 
and ranking 
procedures 


. Series of develop- 
mental steps as re- 
flected in manage- 
ment by objectives 
( MBO ) 


Role of 
Superior: 


. To judge and 
to evaluate 


.To counsel, help, or 
guide 


Role of 
Subordi- 
nate: 


.Passive or reactive, 
frequently to defend 
himself 


.Active involvement 
in learning 



Figure 2. 1 The Judgmental Role and Counseling Role. 

In conclusion, because of multi-purpose performance 
evaluations in the military, the function of a performance 
evaluation must be feedback focused on the improvement of 
the potentials of ratees, throughout not only past perform- 
ance evaluation but also counseling, as a guide in the 
future. 

B. CRITERIA OF PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Criteria are standards that can be used as yardsticks 
for measuring how much the ratee achieved given objectives 
or missions during a rating period. This is very helpful in 
terms of promotion, selection, placement, and performance 
evaluation. It is used to predict a relationship between a 
test instrument such as performance evaluation forms and the 
ratee' s actual work performance [Ref. 3: p. 102]. The work 
performance "score" of the individual to the work 



options, because of coitrolicated procedures of these tech- 
niques. They are simply too energy intensive. 
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performance of the individual can be obtained by using a 
performance evaluation process. A performance evaluation 
process includes various imperfections such as bias, an 
incomplete evaluation system, and the misuse of its forms. 
Therefore, a major goal of performance evaluation is to 
reduce the imperfections. The criteria are reliability, 
validity, and accuracy. 

1. 3ias in the Performance Evaluation 

Bias occurs when a rater evaluates a ratee based on 
conscious or unconscious prejudice, emotion, and subjective 
opinion. 

a. Leniency and Severity 

Leniency occurs when the rater marks the ratee 1 s 
performance higher than the actual level of his performance, 
while severity occurs when the rater marks the ratee 1 s 
performance lower than the actual level of his performance 
(See Figure 2.3). "By being lenient in rating subordinates, 
a supervisor avoids the unpleasant feedback and possible 
criticisms that may result from low evaluations" [ Ref. 4: p. 
385] . The rater may think that he motivates his subordi- 
nates or earns their loyalty by giving them high performance 
marks. 

b. Central Tendency 

Central tendency works to provide a rating of 
average or around the midpoint for all qualities. "This 
usually occurs as a result of the rater's lack of knowledge 
of the ratees he is rating, or from haste, indifference, or 
carelessness" [Ref. 5: p. 329]. Central tendency, as with 
leniency or severity, happens most frequently and the rating 
results with central tendency actually are worthless because 
the ratings fail to discriminate among the ratees. One way 
to minimize this bias is by clearly explaining the meaning 
of the various factors [Ref. 3: pp. 317-318]. 



16 



c. Halo Effect 

This occurs when one or two good or bad charac- 
teristics of the ratee influence on the rater's judgment of 
the overall performance. The' effect also occurs by the 
group or team to which the ratee belongs. If the group or 
team, for example, gives the rater a good impression this 
may bias the evaluation of the team members. On an overall 
scale, "there is a possible halo effect that can accrue to 
an officer from where he has served or by virtue of his 
promotion status" [ Ref. 6: pp. 452-468] . 

d. Recency 

The recency of good or bad performance near the 
end of the evaluation period can influence the rater's judg- 
ment by failing to recognize an established good or bad 
record through the whole evaluation period. 

e. Spillover Effect 

This effect occurs when past performance rating 
results influence current ratings unfairly [Ref. 7: p. 13]. 
Because of this effect, "fast runner" may result in a 
similar rating for the current period regardless of the 
achievement of work performance. 

f. Proximity Errors 

Adjacent traits highly influence on a perform- 
ance evaluation than remote traits timely or spatially. 
These results continue to occur even though different rating 
procedures and different kinds of rating techniques are 
adopted. Therefore, two ways to avoid these errors are (1) 
all ratees must be evaluated for one evaluation item, (2) 
similar items must be separately placed far enough, and (3) 
to give clear meaning among similar traits. 

g. Logical Errors 

These occur when raters conduct similar ratings 
on traits that look logically like related [Ref. 3: p. 318]. 
For example, if a ratee is quite diligent, his productivity 
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may also be highly rated because of his diligence. 
Therefore, "halo results from an apparent coherence of qual- 
ities in the same individual; logical errors result from an 
apparent logical coherence of various traits, irrespective 
of individuals" [Ref. 3: p. 318]. In order to avoid this, 
the rater can evaluate all ratees for one item, and then for 
the next item, and so on. 

h. Contrast Effect 

This occurs when a rater rates his subordinates 
based upon rater, himself. Therefore, "Same as me" may 
cause leniency and "Different from me" may cause severity 
[Ref. 7: p. 13]. 

2 . Reli ability 

Reliability refers to "the minimum error or the 
consistency with which evaluations are made either by 
different raters or by the same rater at different times" 
[Ref. 8: p. 206]. Reliability can be measured by (a) 
parallel forms reliability, (b) test-retest reliability, and 
(c) split-half reliability. Parallel forms reliability is 
measured by correlating two alternative forms of the same 
test. Test-retest reliability achieved when the same test 
is taken by the same person through one form at two 
different times. Split-half reliability is a statistical 
test in which a population is split into two equivalent 
parts and taken to the same person for scoring and then the 
results are correlated. 

3. Validity 

Validity refers to "the degree of accuracy of an 
inference made about a direct relationship" between a 
performance evaluation form and the actual work performance 
of the ratee [Ref. 7: p. 347]. A reliable test (consistent) 
may not be valid, but a valid test is usually reliable 
(consistent). For instance, a rater and a senior rater can 
make the same decisions on a subordinate, but they may not 
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all be correct. The validity of an evaluation is generally 
discussed in terms of one or more of the following types : 
(a) Content and Face, (b) Construct, (c) Criterion related, 
(d) Incremental, (e) Convergent and Discriminant, and (f) 
Synthetic. 

Content validity provides a measure of the relation- 
ship between evaluation items on a performance evaluation 
form and the actual performance of the ratee. Face validity 
is a form of content validity, and is the observed simi- 
larity of the raters between the content of an evaluation 
form and actual job content. If a test is content valid, it 
should appear to be actually job related. However, content 
validity, sometimes, is not covered by appearance. When a 
rater, for example, evaluates a rated officer' patriotism in 
the officer performance evaluation, each evaluation factor 
may not appear to have validity exactly. But if the rater 
choose one among those factors, it may be content validity 
[Ref. 7: pp. 347-348]. 

Construct validity deals with the ability to measure 
abstract variables such as thought processes or intelli- 
gence. Criterion-related validity is a statistical state- 
ment which describes the direct relationship between scores 
on a predictor such as results of an interview, test results 
and scores on a criterion measure such as a performance 
evaluation instrument [Ref. 7: p. 348], There are two kinds 
of criterion-related validity. Concurrent and Predictive 
validity. Concurrent validity is the relationship between 
different measures obtained at the same time [Ref. 9: p. 
17] . For example, suppose that every company must take the 
ATT (Army Training Test) twice a year and ATT consists of 
two parts, theoretical combat readiness test and implementa- 
tion of tactical operation for the company soldiers during 5 
days. The combat readiness test would be administered to 
all soldiers of the company and then, soon after, scores on 
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the tactical operation test of the soldiers would be 
obtained. If those soldiers who received high combat readi- 
ness test scores also received high scores on the tactical 
operation test and those with low combat readness scores 
obtained low scores on the tactical operation test, the 
results would indicate a high positive correlation between 
the two sets of scores. The inference could, therefore, be 
made that the test appears to predict the performance of 
soldiers fairly well which is valid. Predictive validity is 
"the relationship between a measure at one point in time and 
another measure behavioral at a later time" [ Ref. 9: p. 17] . 
In the example given earlier concerning the ATT, the combat 
readiness test would have been administered to the company 
at one time and then the scores on the tactical operation 
test would be obtained and the correlation between the two 
sets of scores would be determined. In this example, the 
ATT results could have been used as predictors of future 
combat success. 

Incremental validity refers to the ability to 
measure somewhat better than other tools already available. 
A new test or procedure would probably need incremental 
validity before researchers would adopt it over some method 
already in use. "Convergent validity is shown when two or 
more methodologically distinct measures of the same trait 
are significantly correlated with each other" [ Ref. 9: p. 
21]. For example, a test may have convergent validity when 
the measured values converge on values demonstrated by 
another test known to be valid. Discriminant validity 
occurs "when the correlations among traits measured by 
different methods are larger than the correlations among 
different traits measured by the same method" [ Ref. 9: p. 
21] . Synthetic or job component validity is relevant when 
developing tests to measure job skills. In the example 
given earlier, the ATT would have synthetic validity for the 
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company soldiers if it involved separate valid measures of 
different subjects such as 16 required subjects, offensive, 
and defensive operation in order to measure the combat 
potential ability. 

4. Accuracy 

"Accuracy implies both reliability and validity, but 
the reverse is not necessarily true. Accuracy is concerned 
not only with consistency of measurement ( reliability) and 
with the construct being measured (validity) but also with 
the absolute level of performance" [Ref. 9: p. 23]. If the 
evaluation system accurately and precisely measured the 
"true" state of a given phenomenon, it would be the best 
alternative tool in the performance evaluation. However, 
accuracy and preciseness in the evaluation system concern 
"the statistical characteristics" of evaluation in the 
actual work performance [Ref. 10: p. 68]. Figure 2.2 
explains this situation. 




A: Accurate 

(on the average) 



B: Precise, not 
accurate 



C: Precise and 
accurate 



Figure 2. 2 Difference Between Accuracy And Preciseness. 

According to Figure 2.2, picture A is only accurate 
because the statistical numbers are • close to the "true" 
state, but are not the "true". Picture B is precise, not 
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accurate, because the statistical numbers don't represent 
the whole although they are true. Picture C is precise and 
accurate because this is the "true" state and represent the 
whole state. ^Therefore, the evaluation system is required 
accuracy prior to preciseness. Figure 2. 3 shows two kinds 
of inaccurate evaluations [Ref. 9: p. 23], 

Within the context of Figure 2.3, these evaluations 
are not accurate because, although the proper order of the 
ratee ' s performance is correct (valid and reliable), rater 
A's evaluations are too low and rater B's evaluations are 
too high in reference to the level of each ratee ' s actual 
performance. 




Figure 2. 3 Valid But Inaccurate Performance Evaluation. 

The reason why accuracy is quite important is that 
inaccuracy may seriously affect the "cutting score" to be 
used in the purpose of performance evaluation such as promo- 
tion, selection, placement, and so on. Factors affecting 
the accuracy of a performance evaluation process as a frame- 
work of this thesis are discussed in the next section. 
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C. MODEL OF THE ACCURACY OF AN EVALUATION PROCESS 

An individual's job or mission to be achieved is 
performed by his own ability and motivation. Therefore, the 
accuracy of the rating in a performance evaluation process 
through the feedback of performance affects a ratee 1 s 
ability and motivation which, in turn, affect his job 
performance. "The accuracy of the performance rating of a 
rater as a performer is a function of a rater's ability, a 
rater's motivation, . and relevance of rating standards" 
[Ref. 11: pp. 635-646]. Figure 2.4 explains a model of the 
performance evaluation process. 




Figure 2. 4 Model of the Performance Evaluation Process. 



Within the context of Figure 2. 4, determinants of rater 
motivation are perceived consequences of appraisal, 
perceived adequacy of instrument used, purpose of appraisal. 
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organizational policies and procedures, appraisal format, 
and rating standards. Rater motivation is possible when the 
rater is motivated to make accurate judgments about the 
ratee. For example, rater motivation to assign accurate 
performance ratings is high when a rater supports a current 
evaluation system, when the rating results are exactly 
known, and when the evaluation instrument is easy to- under- 
stand and relates to the ratee 1 s actual job. However, it is 
less high when the rating results are obtained for adminis- 
trative purposes than when they are obtained for purposes of 
employee development. Therefore, the feedback of rating 
results truly affects the accuracy of a performance evalua- 
tion of a rater. 

Rater ability is a technique in which a rater judges a 
ratee. Rater training, rater characteristics, rater's 
opportunity to observe ratee ' s job behavior, organizational 
policies, ratee job characteristics, and the appropriate 
rating standards affect rater ability to assign an accurate 
ratings. For instance, a rater who takes more opportunities 
to observe a ratee and is trained in performance evaluation 
has a good ability to assign an accurate performance rating. 
Also, flavor of an important duty position or flavor prefer- 
ring to a ratee for long term service due to ratee ' s job 
characteristics affects the accuracy of the ratings. 

Rating standards are a function of organizational poli- 
cies and procedures, rating format, and the ratee' s personal 
and job characteristics. Rating format includes not only 
instrumentation but rating content. Sex, race, and personal 
background (high school graduate, college graduate or home 
town) are personal characteristics. For example, the more 
consistence between the ratee ' s job context and the rating 
standards, or between the rating procedures and the rating 
standards, the higher the accuracy of the rating is 
obtained. 
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The accuracy of a performance rating is possible when 
the performance rating works systematically as an entire 
process. A rater affects the rating results critically 
because he is a rater as well as a ratee and has more impact 
through the implementation of top management policies or 
systems as a middle executor. 

D. EVALUATION FORMAT 

1. Evaluation Techniques 

Designing an evaluation system must include consid- 
ering the evaluation technique for the purpose of the evalu- 
ation, the ease of the use, and the validity of the system 
based on the traditional background. Evaluation techniques 
can be grouped into four categories. 

There are (a) Ratings. in which employees are evaluated 
on a number of separate characteristics, (b) Ranking, in 
which employees are compared to each other, (c) Critical 
incidents, in which statements that describe a range of 
actual job behaviors are logged and evaluated as to 
whether they constitute effective or ineffective 
behavior, ana (d) Other methods in which the criteria 
for evaluation may vary, such as management by objec- 
tives ( MBO ) , etc. [Ref. 4: p. 372]. 

The general characteristics of these techniques 

follow. 

a. Ratings 

(1.) Graphic Rating Scale . This is the most 
widely used performance evaluation technique. The rater is 
required to make a judgement and then record it somewhere on 
a continuum from the highest to the lowest degree of the 
evaluation items. These ratings may then be weighted a 
score of five for the highest and zero for the lowest. 
Therefore, "these graphic scales are usually supplemented 
with a series of adjectives or short statements describing 
the factor" [Ref. 12: p. 18]. "This technique may not yield 
the depth of an essay appraisal, but it is more consistent 
and reliable. . . . for many purposes there is no need to 
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use anything more complicated than a graphic scale 
supplemented by a few essay questions" [Ref. 13: p. 63], The 
disadvantages are difficulties in constructing and choosing 
the rating items. Also each rating item can be affected by 
the halo effect. 

(2.) Checklists . This is a set of adjectives or 
descriptive statements in its simplest form. If the rater 
believes that the ratee possesses a trait listed, the rater 
checks the item but if not, the rater leaves it blank. A 
rating score is totally weighted and these weights are 
unknown to the rater. The most difficult aspect of this 
technique is arriving at a proper weighting of various items 
on the checklist. 

(3) Forced Distribution . A rater is required 
to rate his subordinates in some given proportion among 
performance levels such as 10% are outstanding, 15% are 
excellent, 50% are average, 20% are poor, and 5% are very 
poor. One strength of this technique is possible for raters 
to alleviate inflation of marks and the central tendency. 
On the other hand, if all the company commanders in a 
battalion of a special task force are outstanding 
performers, forcing their commanding officers to rate some 
of them as excellent, average, poor, or even very poor seems 
a misuse of the evaluation system. Therefore, "forced 
distributions are only most suitable where there are large 
number of employees and wide variations in performance 
levels" [Ref. 4: pp. 374-376], 
b. Rankings 

Individual statements or ratings are sometimes 
less useful for comparative purposes when it is necessary to 
compare employees who work for different supervisors. 
Instead, it is necessary to recognize that comparisons 
involve an overall subjective judgment to which additional 
facts and impressions must somehow be added. This technique 
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is to list employees in the rater's perceived order of worth 
to the organization. The two most effective methods are 
alternation and paired comparison ranking. Alternation 
ranking is to select first the highest-ranked from the group 
and then the lowest ranked, then the next-highest-ranked and 
the next lowest, and so on. This procure is repeated untill 
everyone is ranked. In a paired comparison two names are 
placed on a card, so that every employee in the group is 
paired with everyone else and then all pairs are judged, 
selecting the better of the two. The person marked most 
frequently is placed on the top of the list and so on, until 
the person with the least number of marks is on the bottom. 
The major problems of this technique are that it is almost 
completely subjective nature and the fact that it is not 
relative. Therefore, this technique is useful "when 
combined with multiple rankings" (Ref. 13: p. 66]. 

c. Critical Incidents 

(1) Critical Incident Technio~ue . This 

technique requires the rater to keep a log containing 
observations of what the supervisor considers to be good or 
bad performance on each employee. This method demands 
continuous and relatively close observation. The primary 

advantage of this technique is that a ratee ' s performance 
and not just his personality is evaluated. Problems with 
this method are that "it highlights extreme performance to 
the exclusion of day-to-day performance, which usually is 
the real measure of a person's effectiveness" [Ref. 12: p. 

18] , and a rater's subjective judgment may influence on 
critical incidents since they are set up by each rater. 
"Many employees consider this type of constant surveillance 
a threat that is damaging to workplace relationships" 
[Ref. 7: p. 168]. Even though the rating is done by the 

rater's subjective judgment, making a file of the critical 
incidents can contribute to fairness of the evaluation 
because this is an official record and evidence. 
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(2) Behavio rally Anchored Rating Scales . A 
Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scale (BARS) is a variant on 
standard rating scales. As the various scale levels such as 
outstanding through very poor are anchored with behavioral 
descriptions directly applicable to jobs being evaluated, 
the rater can choose one of them from a list of statements 
(See Appendix A). This technique will be a breakthrough for 
more reliable, effective, and valid performance appraisals. 
Because of the increased specificity of the rating scale, it 
is possible that this technique will function better than 
the graphic rating scale. But a problem exists in 
identifying implicitly applicable behavioral statements in 
an organization with several missions (Ref. 14: pp. 66-73]. 
d. Other Techniques 

( 1 ) Management Bv Obi ectives ( MBO ) . MBO 

requires that the results an employee must achieve are 
decided upon by the manager and the employee working 
together. Evaluation is then based on a joint review of the 
degree of achievement as to how well the employee met the 
goals within a specific period. The high degree of employee 
involvement has made MBO a popular method. According to 
King, this technique gives the manager a great deal of 
flexibility in choosing priorities and setting standards, 
and makes the rater evaluate the ratee ' s performance, not 
his personality. Another advantage of MBO is that it casts 
the manager into the role of counseling as MBO gives him a 
chance to focus on the future rather than the past. Its 

drawbacks are "difficulty to get how much in a raise, 
difficulty to set an employee's specific goals in 

requirements of the cooperation and support of others, and 
the inability to compare one employee with another" 
[Ref. 15: pp. 130-132]. 

(2) The Essay Appraisal . This method requires 
the rater to write short statements about the ratee ' s 
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strengths, weaknesses, accomplishment, estimated potential, 
and so on. "The assumption seems to be that an honest and 
informed statement-either by word of mouth or in 
writing-from someone who knows the ratee well, is fully as 
valid as more formal and more complicated methods" [Ref. 13: 
p. 63]. This technique is generally useful when close 
observations are made for actual information. However, 
essay ratings vary in length, content, and quality based on 
the rater's imagination or writing ability. Moreover, since 
each essay contains different aspects of ratees' performance 
or personal qualities, this method is quite difficult to 
combine or compare. 

(3) The Field Review Technique . In the field 
review technique, the raters consist of a number of the 
specific unit staff. The raters review the ratee ' s 
documents and interview the ratee 's immediate superior or 
others who know the ratee very well. Then the raters 
evaluate the ratee. This is quite useful to prevent various 
biases and errors, or when the rating results are required 
for comparison among ratees for special purposes. 
Therefore, this method affects the fairness of the 
evaluation. 

As discussed above, each technique has advantages and 
disadvantages. Therefore, almost all performance evaluation 
systems today use two or more techniques with mixed designs, 
because two or more evaluation systems adopted together can 
complement each other in advantage and disadvantage. By 
doing so, an individual can be rated by a more complete 
evaluation system. 

2. Rater and Ratee Relationships 

The following issues focus on the relationship 
between the rater and the ratee. 
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a. Evaluation by One's Immediate Supervisor 

This involves the traditional evaluation method 
in which the supervisor evaluates his subordinates based on 
their past performance. This is because he is probably most 
familiar with the individual performance, has the broadest 
opportunity to observe subordinates, and is best able to 
evaluate each subordinate's performance in light of the 
organization's overall goals. On the other hand, there are 
problems such as physical distance from subordinates, unfa- 
miliarity with the job requirements or duty. The supervisor 
is also the first to make administrative decisions and then 
to manipulate the performance ratings to correspond with 
those decisions [Ref. 16: pp. 61-63]. 

b. Peer Evaluation 

This is a ratings system done by peers of equal 
rank or position, or co-workers in an organization. Because 
peers or co-workers work closest to the ratee they can 
understand the ratee ' s performance or personal traits very 
well. Results of the peer evaluation may then be used in 
joint employer-subordinate reviews of each employee's prog- 
ress prior to administrative decisions concerning the 
employee. Its problem is negative or positive friendship 
bias exists. 

c. Self Appraisal 

This is a method in which the subordinate rates 
himself and then the rater evaluates the subordinate's 
rating to compare their rating results. In order to reduce 
differences between the subordinate and the superior an 
interview is required. By setting goals and analyzing the 
good or the bad in goal achievement it provides 
participating subordinates with valuable opportunities for 
self-appraisal and communication between the subordinate and 
his superior through the appraisal interview. Therefore, 
self appraisal is more appropriate for counseling and 
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development than it is for personnel actions. A major 
problem is that "the great majority of employees feel that 
they are average or above average performers" [Ref. 7: p. 
33] . 

d. Evaluation by One's Immediate Subordinates 

This is a method in which subordinates rate 
their superior. This method may be helpful if the subordi- 
nates are required to rate how the superior handles and 
trains the subordinates. However, the subordinates can't 
see the whole forest and may evaluate the whole forest by 
considering a few trees. Therefore, the rating results 
should only be referred to the subordinate's feedback of the 
superior in order to improve his/her effectiveness as a 
leader. A major weakness is lack of information regarding 
acceptable performance standards. 

E. THE MILITARY ENVIRONMENT FOR EVALUATION 

There exist many similarities and differences between 
the military and the civilian systems in terms of perform- 
ance evaluation. Both would operate fair and highly compet- 
itive selection procedures at the job entry at the bottom of 
the career development. Civilian systems can actually hire 
new employees at any level. On the other hand, the military 
usually has a closed loop due to its inability to bring in 
new resources above the second lieutenant level. Exceptions 
might include physicians and technicians who are sometimes 
laterally acquired. 

One distinguishing characteristic of the military is 
that the ultimate criterion measure is success in combat. 
Because it is almost impossible to measure readiness for 
combat may sometimes be substituted as a criterion. 
Therefore, there exists a lack of military criteria that are 
sufficient to define system performance being obtained as 
each individual achieves his goals. As a result, each indi- 
vidual performance in the private sectors can be easily 
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measured in the form of production figures and profit or 
loss statements, but it is not easy in the military. 
Because much of an individual's activity in a military 
setting is often not the performance of ultimate interest it 
is difficult to decide who is more suitable and who is less 
suitable for future combat [ Ref. 17: pp. 233-256] . 

A second difference from civilian conditions is that the 
military requires acquisition of strong commanding 
authority. Because the purpose of the military existance is 
to achieve the ultimate success in combat, the commanding 
officer takes the responsibility for the success or failure 
of the unit and requires that his subordinates absolutely 
obey him under any situation. Also, the military itself 
requires its missions to be achieved prior to the individ- 
uals. These are reasons why the military requires a strong 
commanding authority unlike the civilian system. Therefore, 
this strong commanding authority affects the military evalu- 
ation system. 

A third difference in the military is the frequent move- 
ment of duty position in a career path such as on the job 
training, staff, and commanding officer within at least one 
or two years. Because the rater -also has to move to another 
duty position after one or two years the actual rating 
period would be less than one year. This short rating 
period would impact both in terms of observing of the rater 
and exhibiting potential traits of the ratee. 2 



2 According to a Locher and Teel survey, evaluations were 
conducted annually in 52 % of the surveyed organizations, 
semi-annually in 24 %, and at variable intervals depending 
on organizational level in remaining 24 % [Ref. 18: p. 247]. 
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III. OVERVIEW OF THE MILITARY EVALUATION SYSTEM 



A. ' INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this chapter is to study the current 
systems of the R. 0. K. Army and the U. S. military in the 
officer performance evaluation. The first section of this 
chapter presents how the R. 0. K. Army Officer performance 
evaluation system has been developed. ' In the second 
section, the purposes of officer evaluation in the R. 0. K. 
Army, report forms, and rating procedures are discussed and 
in the third section, the current evaluation systems of the 
U. S. military are presented. The fact that there is prob- 
ably not a consistent foolproof method of evaluating an 
individual officer within a given service is reflected by 
the dynamic nature of the majority of the military evalua- 
tion systems. However, the evaluation techniques that the 
R. 0. K. Army has not yet adopted can be studied through the 
U. S. military evaluation system. The current performance 
evaluation system in the R. 0. K. Army is not ultimate 
[Ref. 1: pp. 9-10] and is under a set of similar situations 
in the military. 

B. ‘ THE R. 0. K. ARMY SYSTEM 

1. The Evolution of the System Policy 

The R. 0. K. Army Officer Performance Evaluation 
System was adopted in 1948 and has been revised twelve 
times. Before the establishment of the military personnel 
law from 1948 to 1962, there were made five amendments and 
their main contents were forced-unforced distribution, grade 
by weight, and ranking. One of the distinctions in the 
revised evaluation at that time was that raters had to 
describe a given factor of the evaluation form by using an 
essay appraisal. In the sixth revision, grade by weight and 
forced distribution 
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TABLE I 

THE EVOLUTION OF THE EVALUATION SYSTEM IN THE R. 0. K. ARMY 



Times 



1 - bth 
Before 
personnel 
law 



6th 

( Aug. 62 ) 



7 th 

(Feb. 64) 



8 th 

(Jan. 67) 



9th 

( June 70 ) 



12 th 

( Jan. 83 ) 



Evaluation Techniques 



Forced distribution in grade, 
weight, ranking, etc. 



Forced distribution in grade ( 



Outstanding 


Excellent 


Good 


Fair 


Poor 


3 


17 


60 


27 


3 



Unforced distribution in grade 
( 5 grades ) 



Forced distribution in grade (%) 



A 


B 


C 


30 


60 


10 



Unforced distribution in grade 
( 5 grades ) 



Forced distribution in grade (%) 



( Jan. 73 ) 


Good 


Average 


Poor 


Very poor 


25 


50 


20 


5 


11th 

(Mar. 78) 


Only forced Good (%) 


Good 


Average 


Poor 


Very poor 


25 


Unforced 



To use jointly 

-R. 0. K. Army Form 1-1-22 and 1-1-24 
( Relative Evaluation) 

-R. 0. K. Army Form 1-1-28 

(Absolute Evaluation) 



Background 



To protect 
the reject- 
ion of 
rated offi- 
cers with 
high quali- 
ty- 



inflation 
( A : 66 %) 



To protect 
the reject- 
ion of • 
rated offi- 
cers with 
high quali- 
ty. 



Inflation 
( outstand- 
ing: 52 %) 



To protect 
the reject- 
ion of 
rated offi- 
cers with 
high quali- 
ty. 



To protect 
the reject- 
ion of 
rated offi- 
cers with 
high quali- 
ty- 
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were adopted and the Evaluation Deliberation Board was 
established above the level of regiment to protect the leni- 
ency tendency. The seventh revision in 1964 was about sepa- 
ration of the evaluation forms for company grade officers 
from field grade officers, unforced distribution, and the 
adoption of a partial released rating results system by 
giving the rated officer only the total grade after a 
rating. In the eighth, forced distribution, the unreleased 
rating results system and five evaluation forms by each rank 
were adopted again. Because this system was too complicated 
to fill in by using various forms with each rank it was 
changed into unforced distribution, ranking, and a unifica- 
tion of one form for all ranks. 

The Evaluation Deliberation Board was removed in 
1970. The tenth amendment contained forced distribution 
again and simplification of evaluation factors. Through the 
eleventh, the system was similar to the current system. For 
instance, work performance attitudes were focused on company 
grade officers, potential abilities were focused on field 
grade officers, and the adjustment of the rated officers' 
group from the combined branch of each rank to similarity of 
branch functions such as combat branch, technical branch, 
administrative branch, and special branch was done. In 
order to motivate rated officers and to make officers active 
and head for the future, the twelfth amendment was devel- 
oped. Table I displays these twelve amendments [ Ref. 19: p. 
34] . 

2. The Outline of the Current System 

The purposes of the ROKAOPES [Ref. 1: p. 5] are to 
improve the efficiency of individuals, to establish the 
commanding authority, and to provide fundamental information 
for fair personnel management. All ranks from warrant 
officer to colonel have to be evaluated twice a year through 
the relative evaluation system (Army Form 1-1-22 and 
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1-1-24), and the absolute evaluation system (Army Form 
1-1-28). Both require an evaluation period of at least 60 
days by the rated officer's immediate superior and the 
senior officer of the rater. In particular, all ranks 
served except colonel below the units of the level of the 
Division also must be evaluated by the intermediate rater. 
For example, an intermediate rater of a platoon leader can 
be the deputy battalion commander and for the personnel 
officer .of a battalion, it can be the personnel officer of 
the regiment. 

Army Form 1-1-22 (see Figure 3.1) is used for field 
grade officers and Army Form 1-1-24 (see Figure 3.2) is used 
for company grade officers. Army Form 1-1-28 ( see Figure 
3.3) is the same for all ranks. 3 Therefore, there are seven 
forms: for cadets, for officers on job training, for offi- 
cers under domestic and foreign education, and for student 
officers of the Defense Postgraduate School and the Army War 
College. Army Form 1-1-24 is required to be completed for 
company grade officers by every March 10, and Army Form 
1-1-22 has to be completed for field grade officers by every 
April 10. Army Form 1-1-28 is conducted for all ranks based 
on every twelfth month since being assigned to a duty posi- 
tion. The main contents of Army Form 1-1-22 and Army Form 
1-1-24 are (1) administrative data, (2) significant contri- 
butions during the evaluation period, (3) ability and 
performance attitude, (4) aptitude, future development, and 
health, (5) overall opinion, (6) overall evaluation, and (7) 
rater signature. All rated officers should write the degree 
of their significant contributions by describing when, what, 
how, and results of the performance during the evaluation 
period in Part II. Then the rater and the senior rater 
evaluate degree of achievement of the rated officer by 



3 Figures 3.1, 3.2, and 3,3 were rearranged by this 
author trom the original forms because or the limitation of 
editing for this thesis. 
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Rating 

Responsibilities 



1. Rate fafrly and obiectively the 
officer 3 duty performance and 
potential. 


3. 


Rata all factors independently of 
each other. 


2. Rank-order the officer among 
100 of his peers. 


4. 


3a lance your 
officer with 
to the Army. 


obligations to the 
your ooligations 



Officer Performance Evaluation Report ( for Field Grade Officer) ( ) Annual ( ) Addition 

Army Form 1-1-22 19 



Part I. Administrative Data 



Rank 


Service 

Numner 


Name 


3ranch 


Specialty 


Rating 

Period 


Unit | 


j S3. 


Date Assigned 
Current Duty 





















Date of 
Rank 



Personnel 

Officer 



Duty 

Title: 



Rank: 



Service 

Number: 



Name:. 



Signature: 



Part It. Significant Contributions 





Rater 


Senior 

Rater 






Rater 


Senior 

Rater 






Rating 






1 . 


Fully demonstrated knov- 
lea ae ana expertise in 
assigned tasxs. 






4. 


Above descriptions are 
accurate. Can oe expected 
to maxe future 
contributions. 








2. 


Possesses the ootential 
to perform well but 
lacks effort. 






S. 


Good effort but with poor 
results. 








| 3. 


Worked diligently but 
with mediocre results. 






6 . 


Lacks sincerity and 
integrity. 



Part III. Ability and Performance Attitude 



Patriotism 


Rater 


senior 

Rater 


cooperation 


senior 1 

Rater 1 Rater 


w* early dedicated to mission 
accompiisnment and to the na- 
tion under any circumstances. 






j.. ijeneves in teamworx ana 
cooperates willingly. 






Appears to be dedicated to 
mission accompiisnment and 
to the nation, out question- 
able -under emergency condi- 
tions. 






- - ^enerai..-/ cooperative, but not 
willingly. 






oan not oe aeoenaed on to 
defend the nation. 






j. deuisn ana ^acxs cooperation. 







Figure 3. 1 Army Form 1-1-22. 



37 



Leadership 


1 

Ratert 


Senior i 
Rater 


Planning 


Rater 1 


Senior 

Rater 


1. Possesses exceii,eni; .eaaer- 
snip and comm anas very well. 






*. Anticipates reoui cements and 
taxes initiative in solving 
problems. 






... joes nor command verv wei., 
out maintains a conesive 
unit. 






... .axes action alter receiving 
guidance. 

| 






j. Lacxs i.aaGersn:o ana causes 
subordinate dissatisfaction. 






3. -a cxs : oresignt ana initia- 
tive. 






Re spons ibi li ty 


Rater 


Senior 

Rater 


Drive 


Rater i 

i 


Senior 

Rater 


1. Possesses strong resoonsim- 
lity and accomonsnes the 
mission thoroughly. 






.. Liiicientiy accomoiisnes anv 
mission under Changing situa- 
tions. 






2. Apoear3 to nave resoonsim- 
lity and usually accomplishes 
the mission. 






1. efficiently accomoiisnes a 

mission only under favorable I 
condi tiona. 






j . .acxs and amrxs responsibi- 
lity. 






j. -acxs driving corce ana desire 
to accomplish the mission. 






Prof eseional 
Knowledge 


! Rater 


Senior 

Rater 


Character 


Senior 
Rater i Rater 


... Possesses the nignest cegree 
of proressionax competence 
in every aspect. 






... Lams resoect ov onae m mgn 
standards of dress, grooming, 
ana military manner. 






2. ueneraxiv possesses a man 
aearee of professional compe- 
petence. 






1. ienerax.y earns resoect ov 
pride m hign standards or 
dress, grooming, and military 
manner. 






j. xacks proies3ional xnoviedae 
in accomplisning the mission. 






j . Joes not eam resoect ov onae 
m hign standards of dresb, 
grooming, and military manner. 


[ 





Part. IV. Aptitude , Future Development, Health 



Factors 


Contents 


Rater 


! Senior 
1 Rater 


Aptitude 


What kind of duty is this officer suited, for? 

1. Commander 2. Staff 3. Administrative 

4. Special 5. Instructor 6. Other 






Future 

Development 


What do you expect his future contribution ae a leader to be? 

1. Certainly to be expected 2. To be expected 

3. Neea more observation 4. Hard to aaciae 


k 

r 

• 




Specialty 


What specialty is proper for this officer? 

1. Personnel 2. Intelligence 3. Operation 

4. Logistics 5. Planning 6. Special 






Education 


'What is this officer's potential for education? 

1. Recommend anead of contemporaries 

2. Recommend with contemporan ee 

3. Need to oDserve more 

4. Do not recommend 






Promotion 


What is this officer* a potential for promotion to the next higher 
grade? 

1. Promote ahead of contemporaries 

2. Promote with contemporaries 

3. Promote later than contemporaries 

4. Do not promote 







i 



Figure 3. 1 



Army Form 1-1-22 (coirt'd). 



33 



Self- 

Improvement 


Does this officer seek self-improvement? 

1. Alvava 

2. Usually 

3. Sometimes 

4. Never 






Health. 


What is the condition of this officer’s health? 

1. Strong mental and physical state 

2. Strong onysical state, out weax mental state 

3. Weax physical state, but 3trong mental state 


1 




Personal 

Life 


Deecnbe this officer' s personal and family life. 
1. Excellent 2. Good 3. Average 4. Poor 




* 



Part V. Overall Opinion 


Ratar 


• 


Intermediate 

Rater 


Duty title: Rank: Name: Signature: 


Senior 

Rater 




Descnoe tne lairness 2 . severe sligntiy severe 3 . oaxancea 

of the rater: 4. sligntiy lenient 5. very lenient 



Part VI. Overall Evaluation 



V 

R a 
a 1 

t u 

«. a 
r t 

? £ 
n 

s 


Rating 


A 


3 


C 


D 


r 


Ranking 


Rating 

Recommended 


Distri- 

oution 


Humoer 

of 

Peers 


Outstanding 
( 10%) 


Excellent , 

(15%) 


; Average 

( SOX) 


Poor 

(2CZ) 


Very Poor 
(5X) 


Ranxing ^ 

/ No. of 
/ Peers 


Ratar 








! 










Senior 

Rater 




i 















Part VII. Ratar Signature 





Unit 


Duty 

Title 


Rank 


Service 

Numoer 


Name 


Date Assigned 
Current Duty 


Signature 


Ratar 
















Senior 

Ratar 
















Army HQ 
Judgment 


Rating: 


Personnel 

Officer 


Rank: Name: Signature: 



Figure 3. 1 



Army Form 1-1-22 (cont'd). 
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Rating 


1. Rata fairlv and selectively the 
officer 3 duty port o mane a * ana 
potential. 


2. 


Rate all factors independently of 
aacn otter. 


Responsibility as i 


1 

2. Rank-order me officer among 
ICO of ai3 tears. 


4. 


3alance vour obligations to me 
officer vim your oongations 
to me .Amy. 


Officer Performance Evaluation Retort ( for Como any 
Amy fora l-i-24 


Grace Officer) ( ) Annual ( ) Addition 




Part I. Administrative 


Data 





Rank Service Mama 3rancb 
Numnor 



Specialty Rating Uni t Duty Data Assigned Dare of 
Period Title Curra at duty j Rank 



Personnel 

Officer 



Outv 

Ullla: 



Rank: 



Service 

^umoer: 



Mane: 



Signature: 



Part II. Significant Go ntributl one 



Raring 



Senior 
Rarer i Rarer 



1. Fully demonstrated know- 
lecaa and exDemae m 
assigned tasxs. 

2. Possesses Ida oorenrial 
lo oeriorn well our 
Lacks erfort. 

2. Worked diligently bur 
with naaiocrs results. 



Rarer 



Senior 

Rarer 



4. Above descriptions are 
accurate. Gan oe expected 
to max a future 
contrinuti ons. 

5. Good effort bur vitd poor 
resulcs. 



5. lacks sincerity and 
integrity. 



Parr III. Ability and Performance Attitude 



Patriotism 



Senior) 
Rater) Rarer 



Gonf idance 



Senior 
Rater j Rarer 



w.eariy medicated to mission 
acconransnmsnt and to me .na- 
tion 'under any circumstances. 



Ian ja relied on io accomolisnj ' 
any type of mission. 



Aopaar 3 to 5a tedicaraa to 
mission accomoiiumnant and 
to me nation, out question- 
able unaar emergency condi- 
tions. 



u. Gan nor oa aeoenaad on to 
island me nation. 



^narai.y can carry out a 
given mission. 



-an mot oa :auaa on to accom- 
plisn an important onssion 



Figure 3.2 Army Form 1-1-24. 
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Leadership 


Rater 


Senior 

Rater 


Justice 


Rater 


Senior 

Rater 


... possesses excex-ent .eaoer- 
3nip and commands vary wail. 






*. Maintains me mgnest 3tan- 
aaras. 




1 


1. Joe3 not command verv wax*. 
Pun maintains a conesiva 
unit. 






1. Jenerax*'/ maintains mga 
3tanaari3. 






J. M acxs .eadersois and causas 
3iiPordinate dissatisz action. 






1. .standards are questionaoxa. 






responsibility 


Rater 


Senior 

Rater 


Drive 


Rater: 


Senior 

Rater 


possesses 3 trona rssoonsioi- 
lity and ac coran lianas tna 
ni33ion thorougnly. 






*. xiiicientiy accomonsnes anv 
mi 33i on under changing situa- 
tions. 






1. Aooaar3 to nave resoonsiai- 
lihy and usually accompiisnaa 
the mission. 






1. xiiiciantiy acccmoxisnes a 
mission only unaer favorable 
conditions. 




| 


3. -acxs and smr.ks rasponsm- 
lity. 






2. -acxs driving torca and aa3ira 
to accompiisn me mission. 






Obedience 


Rater 


' Senior 
t Rater 


Character 


Rater 


Senior 

Rater 


... i-xtremeiy dedicated and 
loyal to bis superior. 






... Iam3 resoect oy oriae m mgn 
standards of dress, grooming, 
and military manner. 






1. generally dedicated and *oyai 
to ms superior. 






Z. benerai^y earns resoect jv 
onae in hign standards or 
dress, grooming, ana military 
■manner. 






1. Ian not ;oxxow orders and 
regulations without super- 
vision. 






i. joes mot earn resoect oy onde 
in sign standards of dresd, 
grooming, ana military manner. 







Part 27. Aptitude, Future Development, Health 


Factors 


Contents 


Ratar l 


Senior) 

Rater 


Aptitude 


What kind of duty is this officer suited for? 

1. Commander 2. Staff 3. Administrative 

4. Special 5. Instructor 6. Other 






Future 

Development 


What do you expect his future contribution as a leader to be? 

1. Certainly to be exoected 2. Co be exoectad 

3. Need more ooservation 4. Hard to decide 






Specialty 


What specialty is proper for this officer? 

1. Personnel 2. Intelligence 3. Ooeration 

4. Logistics 5. Planning 6. Special 




i 


Education 


What is thi 3 officer* 3 potential for education? 

1. Recommend ahead of contemoorari as 

2. Recommend with contemoorari as 

3. Need to ooserve more 

4. Do not recommend 






Promotion 


What is this officer* s potential for promotion to the next higher 
grade? 

1. Promote ahead of contairooraries 

2. Promote with contemoorari ea 

3. Promote later than contamporariee 

4. Do not promote 


t — ^ 




t i 



Figure 3. 2 



Army Form 1-1-24 (cont'd). 
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Saif- 

Improvement 


Does this officer see* self - improvement? 

1. Alwavs 

2. Usually 

3. Sometimes 

4. Never 




Health, 


What is the condition of this officer' s health? 

1. Strong mental and ohyaical state 

2. Strong onysical state, out veax mental state 

3. Weax physical 3tata, out strong mental state 




Personal 

Life 


Describe this officer' s personal and family life. 
1. Excellent 2. Good 3. Average 4. Poor 





Part 7. Overall Opinion 


Rater 




Intermediate i 
Rater 


| 

Duty Title: Rank: Name: Signature: 


Senior 

Rater 




2 a senna tna i amass ... severe siigntly severe 3. oaj.aacad 

of the rater: 4. siigntiy lenient 5. very .eiuant 


Part 71. Overall Evaluation 



I 



V 

R a 
a 1 
t u 
e a 

* l 

n 

9 


Rating 


A 


3 


c I 


D 


- 


Ranking 


Rating 

Recommended 

| 


Distri- i 
outi on 


Numoer 1 

of i 

Peers 


Outstanding 

( 10 %) 


Excellent 
( 15%) 


Average i 
(50%) 


Poor 
( 20%) 


Very Poor 
(5%) 


Ranxing / 

No. ofl 
/ ?,ar31 


Rater 




1 














Senior 

Ratar 

! 
















| 



Part 712- Rater Signature 





Unit 


Duty 

Title 


Rank 


Semce 

Numoer 


Name 


Date Assumed 
Current Duty 


Signature 


Rater 
















Senior 

Rater 
















Amy 3Q 
Juaqment 


Rating: 


Personnel 

Officer 


Rank: Name: Signature: 



Figure 3.2 Army Form 1-1-24 (cont'd). 
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Raring 
Responsibili ties t 



i. Rare fairly and objectively the 3. Rare all factors maepenaenrly of 
officer s duty performance and — 



potential. 



aacn Oder. 



. 2. Rank-order the officer among 
100 of ill 3 peers. 



4. Balance vour obligations ro The 
officer vi rh your ooiiganons 
ro me Army. 



Officer Performance Evaluation Report 
Army form 1-1-28 



( ) Annual ( ) Addition 

19 



ParT I. Administrative Data 



Rank 



Service 
N uimer 



Name 



Branch 



Specialty 



Raima 

Period 



Unit 



Duty 

Title 



Dare Assigned \ Dare of 
Current Duty Rank 



Personnel 

Officer 



Duty 



Rank: 



Service 

Nufflcar: 



Name: 



Signature: 



Part II. Significant Contributions 





Rater 


Senior 

Rater 






1 

Rater 1 


Senior 

Rater 








Rating 








fully demonstrated knov- 
leaae ana extern se m 
assigned tasxs. 






4. 


* 

Above descrittions are 
accurate. Can oe expected 
to maxe future 
contnoutions. 


• 








Possesses the potential 
to oeriorm velx out 
lacks effort. 






S. 


Good effort but 
results. 


with poor 








j 3 - 


Worked diligently but 
with raeaiocre results. 






s. 


Lacks sincerity 
integrity. 


and 



Part III. Ability and Performance Attitude 


— 


di gn 

Medium 

Low 


Patriotism 


Rater i 


i Senior : 
i Rater 


Cooperation 


Rater 


Senior | 
! Rater 


Clearly dedicated to mission 
accompli snment and to the nation 
unaer any circumstances. 






Coooerates and maintains close 
relationship with otner3. 






I 


| 















Figure 3.3 Army Form 1-1-28. 
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Leadership 


Rater 


I 

Senior! Planning 

Rater t i 


Senior 
Rater ! Rater 


Possesses leadership skills 
to effectively lead' subordi- 
nates and manage ms unit for 
mission accomplishment. 






Logical and efficient in planning) 
ana programming. 




l 














i, 




Rsaponsibili ty 


Rater 1 


Senior 
; Rater 


Drive 


Rater . 


Senior 

Rater 


Conscientious m accomplishing 
the mission and responsible for 
his actions. 






Accomplishes ths mission through 
efficient uss of available time. 


1 


' 


















Professional Knowledge 


Rater 


Senior 
1 Rater 


Character 


Rater 


[ 

Senior 

Rater 


Demonstrates appropriate know- 
ledge and expertise m assigned 
tasxs. 






Possesses ths necsssary profes- 
sional ethic a. 























Part IV. Aptitude, Future Development, Health 



Aptitude 


What kind of duty would be 
suitable for this officer if 
you were a nigner-ievei 
comraanaer ? 

Rater ( ) Senior Ratsr ( ) 

1. Commander 

2. Staff 

3. Administrative 

4. Special 

5. Instructor 
S. Other 


Improvement 


How would you consider this 
officer :or additional 
responsibiii ty ? 

Ratsr ( ) Senior Ratsr ( ) 

1. Select ahead of contem- 
poraries. 

Z. Select with contemporari es. 

3. Select oehmd contemporaries. 

4. Need more observation. 


Health 


’-That is ths condition of this 

officer's nsaxth? 

Rater ( ) Senior Rater ( ) 

1. Strong mental and physical 
state. 

Z. Strong ohysical state, but 
waaK mental state. 

3. Weak physical state, but 
strong mental state. 


Specialty 


What is a suitable specialty for 
this officer? 

Rater ( ) Senior Rater ( ) 

1. Personnel 
Z. Intelligence 

3. Operations 

4. Logistics 

5. Planning and management 
o. Special duty 



Figure 3. 3 



Army Form 1-1-28 ( cont'd) 



Part V. Potential Capability 




Contents 


Opinion 


Contents 


Opinion 


Rater 


Description of 
3trong points. 




Professional 

etmcs. 




Recommendations 
for improvement. 




Self- 

improvement. 




Professional 

competence. 




Relationship 
with otners. 





Intermediate 

Rater 



Senaor 

Rater 



jverai* opinion: 



Duty title: 



Rank: 



Mama: 



Signature: 



jveraii, opinion; 



Da scribe the fairness 
of tna rater: 



1. severe 2. siightiv severe 3. balanced 

4. siigntiy lenient 5. very lenient 



Part VI. Overall Evaluation 



v 
R a 
a 1 
t u 
a a 

' l 

a 

3 



Rating 



Rater 



Outs tanning 



Senior 

Rater 



uccei.en; 



average 



very .-oor 



Part VII. Rater Signature 





Unit 


Duty 

Title 


Rank 


Ser/ica 

Numoer 


Name 


Date Aosioned 
Current Duty 


Signature 


Rater 
















Senior 

Rater 
















Army HQ 
Juagment 


Rating : 


Personnel 
‘ Officer 


Rank: Name: Signature: 



Figure 3.3 Army Form 1-1-28 (cont'd). 
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choosing one among 6 BARS. In Part III, Ability and 
Performance Attitude are separated into 8 evaluation factors 
where each factor has 3 BARS. Aptitude, Future Development, 
and Health in Part IV are divided into 8 evaluation factors 
such as aptitude, future development, specialty, education, 
promotion, self-improvement, health and personal life IV. 
In the Overall Opinion part, the rater, the intermediate 
rater, and the senior rater describe the degree of contribu- 
tion of the rated officer in his military development, his 
future potential, aptitude, and specialty. In Part VI, the 
rater and the senior rater grade the ratee ' s ranking among 
the rated officers of the same group by using a relative 
evaluation. They can choose grade A, B, C, D, or E, and 
recommended a rating if necessary. However, grades A and B 
are controlled into 10 % and 15 %, but the rest of the 
grades are not. The rating recommended can be used when a 
rated officer with high quality is rejected to get higher 
grades (Outstanding or Excellent) in being actually graded 
because of forced distribution in the ranking. Therefore, 
the rating recommended is possible for the senior officer to 
recommend only one rated officer among those officers more 
than 4 rated officers for next higher grade. However, the 
rating recommended requires appropriate reasons and the 
descriptions by the senior rater should be provided. After 
completion, it is sent to the headquarters of the Army (HQ 
Army). Finally, HQ Army judges the rating results like 
Table II and the results must be classified and unreleased. 

Army Form 1-1-28 using an absolute rating has a few 
different evaluation factors from Army Form 1-1-22 and Army 
Form 1-1-24. The first is that the same evaluation report 
is used for all ranks. Second, Army Form 1-1-28 is 
completed after every 12 months based on a duty position 
assigned. The third is that the graphic rating scale is 
used in Part III instead of BARS of Army Form 1-1-22 and 
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TABLE II 

THE STANDARD OF THE ARMY JUDGMENT 




Army Form 1-1-24. The fourth is that the potential ability 
of a rated officer with using 6 evaluation factors', instead 
of Overall Opinion in the Army Form 1-1-22 and Army Form 
1-1-24, is described by raters. The intermediate rater and 
senior rater only describe overall opinion: The fifth is 
that it requires absolute evaluation in the grading of 
Overall Evaluation of part VI, as being chosen one among A, 

B, .C, D, and E without any forced distributions. 

C. THE U. S. MILITARY SYSTEM 
1. The Army System 

The U. S. Army Officer Evaluation System ( OES ) iden- 
tifies best qualified officers for promotion and assignment 
to positions of higher responsibility and for retention on 
active duty or in grade. Under the OES, every officer is 
evaluated on his/her performance and potential. According 
to Army Regulation (AR) 623-105:' 



The Officer Evaluation Reporting System ( OERS ) is an 
important subsystem of the OES. It: largly determines 
the quality of the officer corps, the selection of 
future Army leaders, and the course of each officer s 
career. . . . the primary function of the OERS is to 
provide information including promotion, elimination, 
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retention in grade and on active duty, reduction in 
force, selection, assignment and specialty designation 
to DA for use in making personnel management decisions. 

. the secondary functions of the OERS are to 
encourage officer professional- development and enhance 
mission accomplishment. . . .the key to the system's 
secondary functions is effective communication. 

. such communication makes the rated aware of what 
his/her duties are and allows the officer to take part 
in the organization's planning. On the other hand, such 
communication lets the rater guide and develop his/her 
subordinates. keeps the rater constantly aware of what 
the organization is achieving, and enables the rater to 
plan for mission accomplishment. Senior/ subordinate 
communication makes career development information, 
advice, and guidance more available to the rated officer 
[Ref. ^0: p. 5], 



There are three forms used in the evaluation 
process: DA Form 67-8, DA Form 67-8-1, and DA Form 67-8-2. 

DA Form 67-8 ( see Figure 3. 4) is used by the rating chain to 
provide DA with performance and potential assessments of 
each rated officer. DA Form 67-8 includes graphic rating 
scales of professional attributes, recommendation concerning 
promotion, and the descriptive comment sections. In Part 
IV, Professionalism is separated into professional compe- 
tence and professional ethics and each graphic scale 
requires narrative comments. In Part VII, a reporting 
senior has to place a rated officer numerically within a 
hypothetical population of one hundred contemporaries. This 
is an outstanding tool to prevent several biases such as 
leniency or severity. Because the rated officer, for 
instance, should have outstanding qualities in order to be 
placed within second ranking and this is the relative 
comparison to one hundred contemporaries, the reporting 
senior can't help being careful in rating his subordinates. 

The DA Form 67-8-1 (see Figure 3.5) is used by the 
rated officers and rating chain. The Army is exploring a 
MBO system including a measure of self-evaluation by indi- 
cating the rated officer's major performance objectives and 
listing the rated officer's significant contributions. The 
purpose of DA Form 67-8-1 is to encourage the communication 
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SEE PRIVACY ACT STATEM ENT 
ON f)A FORM * 7—* — l 



P»BTI - iQMINISTRATIVE OATA 



LAST NAME ->«ST NtMl MIQOLC 



nr a rqani nation station o* coot or apo comm»no 



AUjON *0« SUBMISSION 



taiQO C3V6"CQ 



Y*mr m<uuk oty 



Ra TEO OF FiCER COP* iLhtr* »»«# a 



GIVEN TO OFFICE R 



J. POKWAKOIO rOOAPICI* 



a FORMAROING aQORESS 



q. EXPLANATION OF NONHATEO PERlOOS 


PART II - AUTHENTICATION *Na«aE ulftrmr «f«aiv#e np/ih raNT/Mia wa Aa TING OFFICIALS ONLY) 


a. NAME OF RATER 1 Lam. Pin* Mil 


SSN 


| SIGNATURE 

h 


GRaQE BRANCH QROANiiATlON OUtv ASSIGNMENT 


OATE 


o name OF inTERmEOiaTE RaTER <{,*•< Piini mu 


SSN 

1 


J Signature 

b 


GRADE BRANCH ORGANIZATION OUTY ASSIGNMENT 


OATE 


6, name op SENIOR RATER < Lam P«"M Mil 


SSN 


SIGNATURE 

n 


GRAOC branch ORGANIZATION OuTY assignment 


DATE 


q. SlONATUR* OP RATEO OFFICER 


OATS 


a OATE CNTEREO ON * RATEO OFFICER a SR MR) INITIALS n NO.QP 
OA FORM J 1 MPQ INITIALS 1 NCL 


FART lit - OUTV DESCRIPTION , At.tr, 


a. PRfNClFaL OUTY TITLE jo SSl/MOS 



MA TQPtur Ilia OAFOAM47-4.I 



PANT IV - PERFORMANCE EVALUATION - PROFESSIONALISM 



a. PROFESSIONAL Competence 



HIGH OEGREE 10W0EGREE 



it Mini artrnnm-T w 



• capacity to acquire tno*iNi*itmo concrou 



Oitoia vt sound mdtmvnt 



2. OtmonttrttM aoproooaca knowiedft and (iO*nii* in a*a>«npd t 



9 S*«ka »*if imorov*m*m 



3. Mainujfts lopraonau lrv*i of onyaicai filnraA 



I 0 !i iOtouoi* to cnanfinE muAtion* 



4 Motivate*. cnmilan*** ano davoioos suoordinaic 



' I S*u and rmorcr* nun iiAnoarda 



5 Perform* undn onyaicu ano mental 



militArv ne*rmt inO aooearanc* 



■> Lncour*tea candor ano frank ne«* in luborOiMirt 



13 Suopona t'O/EEO 



Cl**/ and concia* in «nttan communication 



: 1 Clear ano concise in oral communication 



PROFESSIONAL E TMlCS tCommrnt o~ * 



I OEOICATION 
3 RESPONSIBILITY 
3. LOT*LTT 
a QlSCIFLINE 
S inTEGRITV 
« moral COURAOE 
» SELFLESSNESS 
» moral STANO- 
AROS 



OA 



REPLACES Oa form a 



an /3 NMICM >■> OSSOLt Tf i nQv 



US ARMY OFFICER EVALUATION REPORT 



Figure 3. 4 



DA Form 67-8. 
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U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING O eP TCE 



IQRS ? - JSG-^Sl 



Figure 3. 4 



DA Form 67-8 (cont'd) 



OFFICER EVALUATION REPORT SUPPORT FORM 

"or Jim of mu ^orm, -,em Afl 523-105. :n* orooonmnt iqancv » OCSPE R 



Reaa P - ryocv -tcf Statement >n Reverie oerore Completing 'ms rorm 



PART 1 - RATED OFFICER IDENTIFICATION 



name OP RATEO OFFICER Last. F\rtt. Ml) 



ORGANIZATION 



3 ART II - RATING CHAIN - Y OUR RATING CHAIN FOR THE EVALUATION PSRIDO IS- 



IGRAOE PCSIT'ON 



INTERMEDIATE ,NamE 
RATER 



GRACE POSITION 



SENIOR 

RATER 



IGRAOE ] POSITION 



PART III - VERIFICATION DF INITIAL FACE-TO-FACE DISCUSSION 



AN INITIAL FACE-TO-FACE QlSCUSSION OF DUTIES. RE SPON SI 8 ILI TJ ES. ANO PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES FOR THE CURRENT 
RATING PERIOO TOOK PLACE ON _ 



RATEO OFFICER'S INITIALS . 



.RATER'S INITIALS . 



PART IV — RATEO OFFICER Complete a. V j/id c below for this raring penotji 



s. STATE YOUR SIGNIFICANT OUTIES ANO RESPONSIBILITIES 
QUTY TITLE IS 



..THE POSITION COOE IS . 



d. NOICATE vQUR MAJOR PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES 



DA 67-3-1 

F 5 8 85 



EDITION OF SEP 79 IS OBSOLETE. 



Figure 3.5 DA Form 67-8-1. 
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c _iST YOU« SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTIONS 



signature ANO oate 

PART V — RATER AND/OR INTERMEDIATE RATER (Review and comment on Part IVa. 6 and c aoooe 
I mure remar+t are coneutent with vour performance and potential evaluation on DA Form 6 7-“$.J 

« RATER COMMENTS (Optional) 



SIGNATURE AND OATS (Mandatory) 

~ NT6RMEDIATE RATER COMMENTS (Opnonal) ' 



SIGNATURE ANO OATS t Mandatory < 

DATA REQUIRED BY THE PRIVACY ACT OF 1974 (5 U.S.C. 552a) 



1. AUTHORITY: Sec 301 Title 5 USC; Sec 3012 Title 10 USC. 

2. PURPOSE: DA Form 67— 3. Officer Evaluation Report, serves as the primary source of information for officer personnel 
management decisions. DA Form 67—6—1, Officer Evaluation Support Form, serves as a guide for the rated officer’s perform- 
ance, development of the rated officer, enhances cne accomplisnment of the organization mission, and provides additional 
performance information to the rating cnam. 

3. ROUTINE USE: DA Form 67—8 will be maintained in the rated officer's official military Personnel File (OMPF) and 
Career Management Individual File (CMIF). A copy will be provided to the rated officer either directly or sent to the 
forwarding address snown in Part I. DA Form 67—8. DA Form 67— 8— 1 is for organizational use only and will be returned to 
the rated officer after review by the rating chain. 

4. DISCLOSURE: Disclosure of the rated officer s SSN (Part I. DA Form 67—8) is voluntary However, failure to verify 
the SSN may result in a delayed or erroneous procesaing of the officer’s OER. Disclosure of the information in Part IV. 

DA Form 67—8—1 is voluntary However, failure to provide the information requested will result in an evaluation of the 
r ated officer without the oenefits of that officer’s comments. Should the rated officer use the Privacy Act as a basis not 

to provide the information requested in Part [V, the Support Form will contain the rated officer s statement to that effect 
and be forwarded through the rating chain in accordance with AR 623—105. 



q 'TPO 1985 O - 461-033 (27180) 



Figure 3.5 DA Form 67-8-1 (cont'd). 
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SENIOR HATER PROFILE REPORT 
OFFICER EVALUATION REPORTING SYSTEM 
Foe um of tlm form, i«« AR 623*105: proponent agency %% US Army Military Perwmnel Canter 



PART I - ADMINISTRATIVE OATA 



a. NAME (Lm* 1. Firtt. Mtt 


b. SSN 


c. GRADE 


d. DATE OF REPORT 


2GE. John L« 


417-00-0066 


3G 


340830 



PART II - SENIOR RATER PROFILE 



MG 


3G 


COL 


LTC 


MAJ 


CPT 


2LT/" 

/^LJ 


CW 3X1 
/cm 


WOI / 

/CNT. 


TOTAL ratings 


HIGHEST 






2 


5 


6 


3 


1 


2 




19 


\ 






18 


16 


18 


6 


2 


4 


1 


65 


ft 






6 


34 


29 


9 


4 


11 


2 


94 


m 






2 


12 


13 


27 


11 


3 


5 


73 


ftftttttttttt 








8 


8 


3 


3 


1 


1 


C 

f J 


IttttttttfHttttttTttttttttttt 
ttttttttTtftttttl tttl ftttttttt 










1 


3 








4 


ttttttttttttt 
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process between the rater and the rated officer and to 
permit the rated officer to describe his/her principal 
duties, objectives, and significant contributions. 
Therefore, performance improvement of Army officers can be 
enhanced by increasing communication between superior and 
subordinates. This would affect overall morale. 

DA Form 67-8-2 ( see Figure 3. 6) is used by headquar- 
ters of DA (HQDA) to track the rating history of each senior 
rater and makes this information available to both the 
senior rater and DA, as one copy of this form is made avail- 
able to each U. S. Army senior rater to make him/her aware of 
his/her performance as an evaluator and a second copy is 
filed in the senior rater's official military personnel file 
(OMPF). This form works to prevent the inflation of marks 
as with Part VII of DA Form 67-8 and is a pertinent model to 
the ROKAOPES. 

2. The Navy System 

The purposes of the U. S. Navy officer fitness 
reporting system are the primary basis of comparing and 
selecting officers for promotion, assignment, selection for 
command, and professional training. In order to accomplish 
this, a rater first completes an appraisal work sheet (Form 
NAVPERS 1611/1W Rev. 3-80) (see Figure 3.7) which serves as 
a guide for completion of the Report on the Fitness of 
Officers (NAVPERS 1611/1 Rev. 5-77) (see Figure 3.9) which 
is designed to be processed by optical character recognition 
(OCR) equipment. A few evaluation factors in the appraisal 
work sheet were reinforced on 31 July 1984 (see Figure 3.8). 
The appraisal work sheet is used to define the measures 
based on Specific Aspects of Performance and Personal 
Traits and the rating scale from A to I is used in grading 
the various performance aspects and personality traits. 
Completing this sheet, the rater interviews with the rated 
officer. 
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41. TACTICAL PROFICIENCY 

A. Knowledge of weapon 
systems functions and 
capabilities. 

B. Proficiency and lead- 
ership in the tactical 
employment of weapon 
systems. 

C. Knowledge and judgement 
in application of 
tactical doctrine. 

D. Positive innovation 
and contribution to 
tactical development. 

E. Demonstrated ability to 
anticipate and react 
correctly to dynamic 
tactical environment. 



42. LEADERSHIP 

A. Inspires Loyalty. 

3. Establishes and. maintains 
equitable and consistent 
policies. 

C. Sets and achieves high 
standards 

D. Emulated by others. 

E. Task oriented, assimulates 
concepts and articulates 
direction-p gets the job- 
done. 

F. Displays Integrity and moral 
courage. 

G. Promotes spirit of teamwork 
and sustains high morale 
while accomplishing mission. 

H. Provides effective command 
presence. 
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Figure 3.8 Added Elements of the Appraisal Work Sheet. 
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After finishing this appraisal work sheet, the rater 
grades a rated officer on Specific Aspects of Performance, 
Warfare Specialty Skills, and Subspecialty Performance based 
on the previous completed appraisal work sheet. Each grade, 
combined and described by the required narrative comments, 
is the basis for determining the Mission Contribution evalu- 
ation. The Mission Contribution is differentiated in High, 
Mid, and Low. High consists of 1%, 5%, 10%, and 30% in 
grade. Mid has 50% and 50%. Low has 30%, 10%, and 5%. A 
rated officer placed in the highest range of the Evaluation 
section can be recommended for promotion, but this require- 
ment is not mandatory. A recommendation for early promotion 
is entirely acceptable for such nomination to be made 
regardless of the time in grade or promotional eligibility, 
for this procedure serves to identify the "head and shoul- 
ders" type performers. The rated officer can be placed by 
above proportion in a proper place of the Evaluation 
section. The Summary is the distribution of the total eval- 
uation marks given other officers of the same promotionally 
competitive category as a rated officer at that date by the 
rater. The rater must rank these officers numerically from 
one to the total number. Also this section is left blank 
below the level of lieutenant. The first two copies of the 
Report on the Fitness of Officers are sent to HQ Navy, the 
rater maintains one copy, and the last copy is sent to the 
rated officer. If discriminations of the rated officer from 
the old report during the next rating period occur, the 
rater completes the next rating report based on the discrim- 
ination such as improvement or backward movement. This 
method usually makes the rated officer improve his potential 
[Ref. 21: pp. 1-28]. 

However, 'a rater must complete the Report on the 
Fitness of Officers with 88 evaluation items per rated 
officer as well as the appraisal work sheet, such complexity 
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in the evaluation process gives the rater a heavy workload. 
One other important factor is to has only one rater do the 
evaluation. When evaluation being done by only one rater is 
considered with the previous argument, the results of the 
evaluation may be questionable in accuracy. On the other 
hand, one of the characteristics in the Navy system is the 
attempt to separate the personal traits from overall evalua- 
tion based upon Mission Contribution. This is a model for 
the ROKAOPES. Second, the Report on the Fitness of Officers 
takes advantage of the machine readable, OCR feature of the 
form and allow statistical analysis of performance marks. 

3. The Air Force System 

The purpose of the Air Force Officer Evaluation 
System is not only to provide the Air Force with information 
on the performance and potential of officers for use in 
making personnel management decisions such as promotions, 
assignments, selections, and separation, but also to provide 
individual officers information on their performance and 
potential as viewed by their evaluations. Air Force 
Regulation 36-10 and Air Force Pamphlet 36-26 explains the 
Air Force Officer Evaluation System. 

Ten performance items with detailed BARSs ( see 
Appendix A) are described in AF Form 707 (see Figure 3.10) 
and BARSs are detached from AF Form 707 and are contained in 
Air Force Regulation 36-10. To evaluate potential, a number 
from 1 through 6 with six blocks are chosen by three evalua- 
tors: rater, additional rater, and indorser. According to 
AFR 36-10: 



rating of "1" should be given to those officers who 

P ossess the highest degree of potential to successfully 
andle increased responsibility. A rating of 2 iden- 
tifies those extremely effective officers who have 
clearly demonstrated potential for expanded or more 
diverse responsibility. A rating of 3 should be 
awarded to officers who are performing well at their 
current level of responsibility but whose potential for 
expanded or more diverse responsibilities needs to be 
more clearly demonstrated. in the 4, 5, and 6 blocks 

identify orficers who have demonstrated insufficient 



63 



potential to assume increased responsibility and a 4 
rating should be given when performance during the 
rating period reflects less than average potential and 
the officer needs to improve before being awarded 
increased responsibility. The "5" rating describes the 
officer whose performance during the period is marginal 
and does not indicate potential for increased responsi- 
bility. The "6" rating constitutes a referal report. 
Specific justification is required if an officer is 
given the lowest rating. The comments of the evaluator 
assigning this rating will include a statement as to 
whether the officer can continue in his/her current 
assignment and be expected to achieve an acceptable 
level of performance. Justification for the rating must 
include specific examples, and indicate whether weak- 
nesses are a result of insufficient experience and qual- 
ifications or lack of motivation and disinterest in the 
job [Ref. 22: p. 43]. 



In the rating chain, the rater is the rated offi- 
cer's immediate supervisor, the additional rater is the 
rater's rater, and the indorser is the additional rater's 
rater. According to AFR 36-10, the indorser through 
Indorser comments in AF Form 707 supervises the rater and 
the additional rater as the following: 



The indorser reviews the ratings and comments for 
completeness and impartiality, and indicates agreement 
or disagreement with the previous evaluator. Even 
though an indorser may not have personal knowledge of 
the ratee, an effective review of the report can be 
accomplished. This review serves both the purpose of 
quality control over individual reports and the control 
over rater tendencies to overrate. The indorser should 
reject improperly prepared reports and downgrade ratings 
not substantiated or reflecting unacceptable infla- 
tionary practices [ Ref. 22: p. 43] . 



One advantage of the Air Force system is that users 
of AF Form 707 in the HQ AF can easily and completely under- 
stand the rated officer's performance achievement and indi- 
vidual's traits because BARS is various and quite detailed 
(if it is assumed that the report is evaluated accurately). 

The second is that three steps such as the rater, 
the additional rater and the indorser in rating chain are 
used in order to increase accuracy. 

The third is that since BARSs are detailed, a rater 
can easily evaluate a rated officer's traits. Also the 
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Officer Personnel Evaluator's Handbook with BARSs is 
distributed to all AF officers as a guide for rating. The 
use of detailed BARSs would be a model to the ROKAOPES. 
From another point of view, because a set of this BARS is 
separated- from the Officer Effectiveness Report, there is 
doubt that this BARS is effectively used as much as it is 
expected to be used. Three of eleven Air Force officers 
whom this author has interviewed have little experience in 
the use of this BARS in evaluating their subordinates. 
Rather they have evaluation experience for their subordi- 
nates with their own sense. 

4. The Marine Corps System 

The primary purpose of the performance evaluation 
system of the Marine Corps (MC) is to support the selection, 
promotion, and retention of the best qualified Marines and 
additionally to aid the assignment of personnel. For this 
purpose, the MC Evaluation System is required to be accu- 
rate, timely, complete, and informative for Selection 
Boards. MC Order P1670. 7c governs the evaluation system and 
USMC Fitness Report (1610) (see Figure 3.11) with an OCR 
like the Navy system is used. The USMC Fitness Report 
consists of 4 sections. Evaluation is done by a graphic 
rating scale and narrative description. Evaluation factors 
are divided into Performance characteristics. Professional 
qualities. Potential, and Preference factors. Block 15a, 
"General Value to the Service" is the rater's assessment of 
the rated officer's current contribution to the MC and 
career capabilities. Therefore, it has to be a measure of 
the whole Marine in relation to his contemporaries, not a 
mere summary of blocks 13 and 14. Because of this impor- 
tance, block 15a has 11 rating scales from Outstanding to 
Not Observed. Block 15b is distribution of marks for all 
Marines of this grade and not forced distribution. 
According to MCO P1670. 7c, "block 15b must reflect all 
Marines of the same grade for whom the evaluator was the 
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USMC FITNESS REPORT Pog* 2 



(1610) 



■AAftlNfc HfcfOUTEO ON |IMI wml <*T*I nomi l*.l. 1 


GAAOt 


lO«NTIMCA[KXI no. 


ffUlOO \f rom) (lot 

1 


OCCASION 


REPORTING SENIOR'S CERTIFICATION 

1 certify that on the terminal dote shown in Item 3 of Section A. 1 was the Reoortmg Senior for only those Mortnes of the 
same arade as shown in Item 15b of Section 8. Those Marines are ALPHABETICALLY LISTED below. 1 rank this Marine as 


nf __ (only ronk Marines marked Outstanding in 15a and b* mark NA if nut applicable) 




NAM< lUnt Ntl M l | 


'VOS 


i NA m* lieu Itnt M 1.) 


NMOS 



SIGNATURE 1 DATE 

REVIEWING OFFICER'S CERTIFICATION 

I have not hod sufficient opportunity to ooserv* this Mann*, so I have no comment. 

I have nod only limited opportunity to observe this Marine, but from what I hoy* observed I generally concur with rh* 
Reporting Senior » marks in Items 1 So and b. 

I hove hod suHicient opportunity to ooserv* this Marine, and concur with the Reporting Senior's marks in Items I So and b. 

I have hod suHicient opportunity to ooserv* this Marine, ond do not concur with the Reporting Senior s marks in Items 

ISo and b. I would evaluate this Mann* os (Item 1 So) and rank this Monne as _____ of 

- (only rank those evoiuaied os Outstanding (OS)). » 

REMARKS i mandatary if Item 4 , above, is checked): 




SIGNATURE 



DATE 



NOTE; The information above WILL NOT be entered into any com outer program. 



Figure 3.11 USMC Fitness Report (cont'd). 
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reporting senior at the time of the report, as if all had 
been included in the reporting occasion. Inclusion of all 
Marines of the same grade in this distribution is mandatory, 
whether or not reports are actually submitted on the others 
at the same time. Reporting senior must exercise utmost 
care and attention ensuring that item 15b is accurate and 
factually reflects the actual evaluation assigned ( or that 
would have been assigned if reports were submitted on) all 
Marines of the same grade. Artificial cluster or. false 
distribution is unacceptable". Therefore, block 15a and b 
satisfy the purpose of the MC Evaluation System. Section c 
refers to Mandatory comments. Guided comments, and Comments 
by grade. There are two kinds of rating methods, that is 
the absolute evaluation method in block 15a and the relative 
evaluation method in reporting senior's and reviewing offi- 
cer's certification of page 2. This helps make the raters 
accurate and gain high credibility in evaluating their 
subordinates. The reporting senior's and reviewing offi- 
cer's certification on page 2 of the Fitness Report certify 
and amplify the information recorded on the front page. In 
particular, to ensure Marines are provided feedback on their 
performance evaluation records on file at HQ MC, they 
receive the Fitness Report Receipt Notice (see Appendix B), 
copies of their Master Brief Sheet (see Appendix B), and 
OMPF which is the rated Marine's complete military history 
from the day of entry into the service through present 
[Ref. 23: Ch. 1-7]. This may assist the rated Marines in 
reviewing themselves and improving their merits. This 
system could be a model for the ROKAOPES. 

D. SUMMARY 

The ROKAOPES is accomplished by two separate and 
distinct systems, i. e. the relative evaluation system and 
the absolute evaluation system. The Army Form 1-1-22 and 
the Army Form 1-1-24 with the relative evaluation are annual 
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and mainly focus on the last work performance of the rated 
officers as a judgmental role. On the other hand, the Army 
Form 1-1-28 with the absolute evaluation focuses on the 
improvement in the future performance as a counseling role 
as well as past performance of rated officers. There are 
forms for field grade officers (Army Form 1-1-22) and for 
company grade officers (Army Form 1-1-24). Individual's 
merits and potential are focused on in the Army Form 1-1-22 
and individual's performance attitude is focused on in the 
Army Form 1-1-24. 

The U. S. Army system uses a simple form in evaluating 
the detailed evaluation factors and numerical criteria in 
potential evaluation in DA Form 67-8. The MBO system is 
also used in DA Form 67-8-1 and DA 67-8-2 to supervise the 
raters in HQ DA. The U. S. Navy system is designed for use 
with an OCR, but is complicated in the filling out an its 
evaluation form. The Evaluation section on the Report 'on 
the Fitness of Officers is easily understandable because of 
its Summary section as a total competition for each rank. 
The Navy system also needs one rater in the rating chain. 
The U. S. Air Force system is simple, but has detail BARS. 
The indorser takes part in evaluation and the Evaluators 
Handbook is used as a guide for evaluators. The MC evalua- 
tion system adopts graphic rating scales with an OCR, and 
uses the absolute evaluation method and the relative evalua- 
tion method. Report Based on Observation, block 18 and 
Opportunity to observe in the reviewing officer's certifica- 
tion raise the quality of information included in the MC 
Fitness Report. The Reviewing officer can actively super- 
vise the reporting senior through the Reviewing Officer's 
Certification. In conclusion, the MC Evaluation System 
focuses on choosing the "Combat Marines" in considering the 
Fitness Report. 
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IV. AN ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 



A. INTRODUCTION 

In this chapter, the ROKAOPES is analyzed through three 
aspects: the system policies, the evaluation form, and the 

feedback of the rating results based mainly upon question- 
naires, interview, and Army Regulation. Some 237 question- 
naires were randomly distributed at the Army War College and 
the Army Logistics School, and consisted of 156 majors, 66 
lieutenant colonels, and 15 colonels. The fundamental 
issues of the current system are analyzed in the first 
section and the main contents of the evaluation form are 
examined in the second section. In the third section, 

whether the rating results are effectively used is tested. 

3. SYSTEM POLICIES 

1. Overall reaction of officers to the system 

The overall reaction to the ROKAOPES was measured by 
the first statement of the survey. This element is quoted 
below. The response to this question is shown in the 
following summary. Table III. 

"Considering all of your experiences to the current evalua- 
tion orocess, what is your overall reaction with the current 
system? " 

TABLE III 

OVERALL REACTION TO THE ROKAOPES 



Contents 


Number 


Percentage 


Positive 


137 


57.8 % 


Negative 


72 


30. 4 % 


Others 


23 


11- 8 % 


Total 


237 


100. 0 % 
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The response to this question shows that the officer 
corps is split in its reaction to the current evaluation 
system. Above half of the responses indicate that the 
current evaluation system generally is good. One reason is 
simply because the current system adapts both the relative 
rating and the absolute rating techniques. However, 30. 4 % 
of the responses represent "Negative" and the majority of 
the "others" responded that the current evaluation system is 
reasonable, but needs to be amended in the evaluation 

factors and the Overall Evaluation of the evaluation form. 
Some 42. 2 % are negative toward the current evaluation 
system. Therefore, it shows that the current system doesn't 
appear to work efficiently and effectively. 

2. Required role of the system 

The perceptions of the field grade officer corps 

concerning the purpose of the current evaluation system were 

gathered through the question which is quoted below. The 

response to this question is shown in Table IV. 

"Considering- the purpose of the evaluation system and the 
usage of its results, which purpose of the system needs 
reinforcement? 

TABLE IV 

REQUIRED ROLE OF THE EVALUATION SYSTEM 



Contents 


Number 


Percentage 


■ Need the improvement of the 
efficiency of individuals 


109 


46.0 % 


Need the establishment of the 
commanding authority 


77 


32. 5 % 


Need to provide information for 
the fair personnel management 


51 


21.5 % 


Don't need to be reinforced 


0 


0 % 


Total 


237 


100. 0 % 
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According to R. 0. K. Army pamphlet 603-3, "The 
officer performance Evaluation system", the improvement of 
the efficiency of individuals is most emphasized among the 
several purposes of the evaluation system. However, 46 % of 
the responses assert that this purpose of the evaluation 
system has to be met. In other words, it shows the readers 
that the majority of the results of the performance evalua- 
tion is to provide information for fair personnel management 
and to contribute the establishment of the commanding 
authority, but is not satisfied in the improvement of the 
efficiency of individuals, one of the most important evalua- 
tion purposes. Therefore, it can be concluded that many 
officers would like to improve their productivity or poten- 
tial capabilities through the performance rating results. 

3. Relative rating and Absolute rating 

This is one of the most important issues in the 
R0KA0PES. Theoretically, the primary advantage of the rela- 
tive rating is that it can effectively control leniency, 
severity, and central tendency errors, but its shortfall is 
that rated officers with high quality can be evaluated with 
the low grade (or the opposite situation may exist). On the 
other hand, a disadvantage of the absolute evaluation is not 
to be able to control leniency, severity, and central 
tendency errors. The response to the question regarding 
this alternative is the following: 

"Which rating alternative is better the relative rating or 
the absolute rating? 

According to the response in Table V, 58. 2 % of the 
officer corps 

supports the absolute rating system. To use both the abso- 
lute and the relative rating systems includes 32. 5 % gave 

their support and 0. 9 % of "others" want to remove the 
Overall Evaluation. 

As discussed in Section B of Chapter III, field 

grade officers are evaluated by Army Form 1-1-22 with 
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TABLE V 

RELATIVE RATING AND ABSOLUTE RATING 



Contents 


Number 


Percentage 


Absolute Rating 


138 


58.2 % 


Relative Rating 


20 


8 . 4 % 


To use both 


77 


32.5 % 


Others 


2 


0.9 % 


Total 


237 


100. 0 % 



relative rating once in a year and Army Form I 7 I -28 with 
absolute rating based on a duty position assigned once in a 
year. Protecting the rejection of rated officers with high 
quality can be possible, but a lot of inflation of marks 
with AA, or AB occur because of tremendous leniency causing 
by absolute rating and "my subordinate favor" tendency. The 
following is the whole rating results of Army officers for 
two years. 

If a rated officer, for example, got AA from Army 
Form 1-1-22 and AB from Army Form 1-1-28, his final grade 
would be AA because portions of the Army Form 1-1-22 and 
Army Form 1-1-28 are the same and one of the two forms is 
required to get AA. This result causes 75. 0 % of officers 
with AA to increase in 1984. Table VI explains the trends 
of higher percentage in Army Form 1-1-28 than in Army Form 
1-1-22 or Army Form 1-1-24. In Army Form 1-1-22 and Army 
Form 1-1-24, A ( 10 %) and B (15 %) are forced in distribu- 
tion. But the rating result in 1984 is 34.9 % and is still 
9. 9 % higher than regulation (25 %). Inflation of marks of 
Army Form 1-1-28 has increased about 3.7% since 1983. In 
order to support this issue, 20 rated majors' rating results 
conducted in 1985 were randomly selected. 25 % (4) of them 
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TA3LE VI 



COMPARISON OF "A", RATING RESULTS IN 1983 - 1984 




YEAR 

Source: "The Officer Personnel Management and Operation 

Plan", 1984, p 37 and "Personnel Report" , 1985 , p. 32, 

in Army Form 1-1-22 obtained "average" (AD,3C, or CC), but 
they all received AA from Army Form 1-1-28 by the same 
raters. Therefore, policy makers are required to establish 
any alternatives to prevent this trend. 

In relation to the relative rating, the ROKAOPES has 
faced some controversies. The first is discrimination 
between an important duty position and a less important duty 
position. A rated officer assigned to an important duty 
position may be rated with good rating results only by the 
importance of the duty position and not by the degree of 
work performance. Actually 92.4 % (219) of 237 responses 

represents that favor of important duty position exists and 
this influences critically on the evaluation and promotion 
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operations. The second is that the rating results can be 
affected according to how rated officers are grouped in a 
same rank as a competition. The groups are already 
explained in Section B of Chapter III. All units consist of 
officers with many field branches and a few staff branches. 
Therefore, rated officers of the field branches with much 
competition have more disadvantages in a rated group than 
rated officers of the staff branches with few competition. 
The third is favor to those officers with long term service. 
This is more serious in rating company grade officers since 
the majority of the company grade officers have short term 
service. 86 % (205) Of 237 responses has evaluated rated 
officers with long term service higher than those officers 
with short term service. This tendency may cause the offi- 
cers with short term service to be demoralized or fail to 
employ officers with high quality among many competitions. 

C. OFFICER PERFORMANCE EVALUATION FORMS 

Evaluation forms were explained in Section B of Chapter 
III. In this section. Part II Significant Contributions, 
Part III Ability and Performance Attitude, Part IV Aptitude, 
Future Development Health, and Part VI Overall Evaluation 
are analyzed. 

1. Significant Contributions 

The purpose of this block is intended to be 
described by the rated officer to increase his performance 
motivation. Then the rater and the senior rater evaluate 
rated officer's description. But this block doesn't effi- 
ciently meet its purpose since there are no objectives/ 
criteria to evaluate the degree of the contributions as a 
complete self-evaluation. One interview result is that 
staff officers feel this block is difficult to describe 
their significant performance contributions, since staff 
officers normally have less significants contribution and 
more routine work than commanding officers do. The second 
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is that BARSs for the rater and the senior rater are less 
accurate in evaluating the rated officer's description. For 
example, original forms display that factor "l" and factor 
''4" are almost the same concept and factor "5" is that this 
rated officer attempted, but did not obtain any results. 
However, factor 4 and 5 were already translated by this 
author as shown in Figures 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3. 

2. Ability and Performance Attitude 

Army Form 1-1-22 and Army Form 1-1-24 have 3 BARSs 
for each evaluation factor and Army Form 1-1 t 28 has 3 grades 
in the graphic rating scale of each evaluation factor. 
However, various characteristics of many rated officers 
can't be evaluated by only 3 BARSs and 3 grades, and it may 
make raters have leniency, severity, or central tendency. 
The other shortfall is that the contents of Army Form 1-1-28 
are inconsistent with the contents for company grade offi- 
cers since Army Form 1-1-22 and Army Form 1-1-28 are almost 
the same in evaluation contents and the contents are for 
field grade officers. Obedience, Confidence, and Justice in 
Part III of Army Form 1-1-24 can be described as a Overall 
Opinion in Part V. Although a rated officer is a company 
grade officer, qualities such as professional knowledge, 
cooperation, or planning ability as a manager or leader are 
required. Training subordinates is essential in all offi- 
cers and oral/ written communication is also an important 
factor. Therefore, those factors should be included in the 
evaluation. 

3. Aptitude. Future Development and Health 

In Army Form 1-1-22 and Army Form 1-1-24, Part IV 
has 8 evaluation factors. Aptitude through Personal Life. 
Those can be considered as potentials. In particular, 
recommendation for promotion adopted in this- part should 
only consider rated officers with "Outstanding" in the 
Overall Evaluation part. Rated officers with "Poor" or 
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"Very Poor" would be limited in promotion and selection, and 
this block doesn't affect those not with "Outstanding". 
Although a rated officer with rated "Outstanding" can't be 
promoted next year, the young officer with rated 
"Outstanding" in that rank has advantage of the potential by 
this block. 

4. Potential Capability 

A rater can evaluate a rated officer in detail by 
using given 6 evaluation factors. An intermediate rater and 
senior rater evaluate additionally the rated officer in the 
whole picture except mentioned by rater and particularly 
senior rater evaluates the rater's rating result, it 
contributes the accuracy of the system. Therefore, this 
part is a strong point of the system. 

5. Overall Evaluation 

Because the result of the Overall Evaluation is only 
used for promotion or selection, the majority of raters and 
senior raters may focus on it and other evaluation factors 
may be ignored as being less important. This background 
makes a great impact on the evaluation. The response of the 
following question is in Table VII. 

"The final order in Overall Evaluation is "critical" in the 
evaluation report. Therefore, the following method can be 
considered to fill in it. For example, you have decided 
final order in the Overall Evaluation based on each factor 
after evaluating each evaluation factor, or you have evalu- 
ated each factors based on it after deciding final order in 
Overall Evaluation. How have you evaluated your subordi- 
nates?" 

Within Table VII, rated officers using the normal 
procedure are 32. 1 %, and approximately 68 % of the total 
response including the second response and the third has 
abnormally evaluated. Because the second the third proce- 
dures may make raters evaluate their subordinates with 
various biases such as leniency, severity, or central 
tendency, those procedures cause the contamination of the 
whole evaluation system. This results from the fact that 
the final order in Overall Evaluation is only used for 
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TABLE VII 

RESULTS WITH DIFFERENT RATING PROCEDURES 



Contents 


Number 


Percentage 


Evaluate independently each 
factor, then decide final order 
based on each factor 


76 


32. 1 % 


Keep final order in mind and 
evaluate each factor, then decide 
the final order 


30 


12.6 % 


Decide the final order, then 
evaluate each factor based on it 


131 


55.3 % 


Total 


237 


100. 0 % 



various requirements of personnel management. Therefore, 
alternatives to prevent these tendencies are required. 

D. THE FEEDBACK OF THE RATING RESULTS 

The rating results should be used to satisfy the 
purposes of the evaluation. Two purposes of the ROKAOPES, 
the establishment of the commanding authority and the provi- 
sion of fundamental information for fair personnel manage- 
ment, can be satisfied under the current system. But the 
result of the second analysis explained in Section B of this 
Chapter, the requirement to improve the efficiency of indi- 
viduals, is due to the unreleased rating results. The 
following responses are about it. 

1. The perception of the rating results 

"You have been evaluated by your superiors and wanted to see 
your rating results. Have you ever seen yours? and if so, 
how have you seen them? 

According to Table VIII, officers who know their 
rating results exactly or approximately are 73. 4 % and if 
16. 9 % officers guessing their rating results are added, 
officers who know the results directly or indirectly are 
90. 3 % of the total responses. From Table IX, 69. 5 % of the 
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TABLE VIII 

RESPONSES OF THE OFFICERS WHO KONW THEIR RATING RESULTS 



Contents 


Number 


Percentage 


Know the results exactly 


55 


23. 2 % 


Know them approximately 


119 


50.2 % 


Guess the results 


40 


16.9 % 


Don't know them at all 


23 


9.7 % 


Total 


237 


100. 0 % 



TABLE IX 

SOURCE BY WHICH RATING RESULTS ARE KNOWN 



Contents 


Number 


Percentage 


By interviewing the rater 


29 


16.7 % 


By unofficial route 


121 


69.5 % 


By analyzing promotion, 
selection or being assigned 
at important duty position 


24 


13. 8 % 


Total 


174 


100. 0 % 



response among the officers said that they knew their rating 
results by an unofficial channel. • This occurred under the 
current unreleased rating results system and may cause 
various problems to happen such as conflicts between the 
rated officer and the rater, inefficiency of the individuals 
by rumor or causing the rated officer to demoralize by 
mi sunderstanding. 

2. Released and unreleased rating results 

"According to the evaluation regulation, one of the purpose 
of the performance evaluation is to improve the efficiency 
of rated officers by using the results. For this, whether 
the results should be released or unreleased is quite 
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important and also may have some advantage and disadvantage. 
Which is better in your opinion ? Why is it 'better if the 
former . is better? Why is it better if the latter is 

better? 

TABLE X 

RESPONSES TO RELEASED AND UNRELEASED RESULTS 



Contents 


Number 


Percentage 


I prefer to release the 
rating results 


168 


70. 9 % 


I prefer to unrelease the 
rating results 


56 


23. 6 % 


No opinion 


13 


5.5 % 


Total 


237 


100. 0 % 



TABLE XI 

REASON FOR RELEASING RATING RESULTS 



Reasons 


Number 


Percentage 


Helpful for self improvement 


109 


64. 9 % 


Expects fairness in the 
rating 


48 


28. 6 % 


Impossible to keeD the 
results completely closed 


11 


6.5 % 


Total 


168 


100. 0 % 



Analyzing Table X, it shows that about 71 % would 
like to release the rating results. From Table XI, 64.9 % 
of the 168 who preferred to release the rating results 
thought it would be helpful for self-improvement while 28. 6 
% expected it to contribute to fairness in rating. This is 
closely related to the analysis of Table IV, Section B. On 



32 



TABLE XII 

REASONS FOR NOT RELEASING RATING RESULTS 



Reasons 


Number 


Percentage 


Because of the final rating 
order 


2 


3. 6 % 


Expect to conflict with the 
raters 


16 


28. 6 % 


Don't motivate the rated 
officers with low grade 


33 


58. 9 % 


Based upon the traditional 
consciousness 


5 


8.9 % 


Total 


56 


100. 0 % 



the other hand, 23. 6 % of the response in Table X supports 
the unreleased rating results and from Table XII, 58.9 % 
(33) of 56 responses preferring not to release rating 
results expects rated officers to become unmotivated by low 
grades. This may be quite true, considering that the R. 0. K. 
Army adopts the draft system, not the All Voluntary Force 
system like the U. S. military. 

In conclusion, through the released rating results 
system, rated officers perceived their rating results and it 
may give them opportunity to review themselves. Also if the 
rated officer's superior files the annual evaluation 
reports, and both rater and senior rater can use them when- 
ever if necessary, it may improve raters' fairness in the 
performance evaluation as well as the rated officer's poten- 
tial. The rating results completed by the rater and senior 
rater are sent to HQ Army and the rated officer. They will 
be also known to the rater's successor by being kept in the 
file of the former rater as long as the rated officer works 
in the same unit. 
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V. DEFICIENCIES OF THE CURRENT SYSTEM 



As discussed in Section B of Chapter III, the ROKAOPES 
has been revised twelve times and has experienced different 
evaluation formats. However, it is shown that improvement 
of the ROKAOPES doesn't meet the satisfaction of many 
officers as seen by the frequency of amendment of the 
ROKAOPES. In this chapter, deficiencies -of the current 
system based on the contents being analyzed in Chapter III 
and IV are investigated. 

The purposes of the ROKAOPES are not met: 46% of the 
responses say that it needs improvement in the efficiency of 
individuals, which is one of the most important purposes of 
the current system. It does not have any subsystems such as 
interviews or counseling except promotion, selection or 
placement. Therefore, it means there is inefficiency of the 
system resulting from inconsistency between the system 
policy and the subsystem. 

Inflation of marks resulting from jointly using Army 
Form 1-1-22/1-1-24 and Army Form 1-1-28: Table VI displays 
that Army officers with being graded "A" in Army Form 1-1-28 
are maximum 75 % in 1984 and 9.9% higher than regulation 
(25 %) in Army Form 1-1-22/1-1-24. It may fail to discrimi- 
nate the rated officer's performance and potentials, or make 
the evaluation system meaningless. 

Deficiencies resulting from using a relative rating 
system with forced distribution : Favor of an important duty 
position, how rated groups are consisted, and the rater's 
favor of officer for long term service basically came from 
using a relative rating system. Of course, those tendencies 
may occur under an absolute rating system, but expect to be 
done less under relative rating system since favor of an 
important duty position under an absolute rating system, for 
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example, may affect only a given rated officer and not his 
peers. 

Evaluation forms do not have precise rating 
requirements : There are difficulties in describing 
significant performance contributions. Part II of each form. 
Part III of each form needs more BARS or graphic rating 
scales for rating items, the ability to train subordinates, 
and communication ability. Promotion recommendation in Part 
IV of Army Form 1-1-22 and 1-1-24 has less meaning. Because 
67. 9 % of the raters focus on the final order in Overall 
Evaluation and then evaluate each item, it makes the whole 
rating process less accurate in officer performance 
evaluation. 

Insufficient observation opportunity and rater training : 
If a major, for example, were rated by using Army Form 
1-1-22 on Apr. 1, and Army Form 1-1-24 on Feb. 1 or June 1, 
he would be rated by almost the same contributions of 
performance within a short period. Opportunity of rater 
training also is lacking under the current system. 

Poor feedback of rating results : 90. 3 % of the officers 
surveyed under the unreleased rating results system know 
their rating results exactly or approximately. The unre- 
leased rating result influences on both the rater and the 
rated officer as it may cause a the rater's unfair rating 
and be helpless in improvement of efficiency of rated offi- 
cers. As a result, such poor feedback may affect the Army 
climate as a whole. 
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 



A. CONCLUSIONS 

This study aimed at examining the ROKAOPES. For doing 
this, the issues were approached from two directions: review 
of the ROKAOPES and the U. S. military (Army, Navy, Air 
Force, and Marine Corps) evaluation system, and the attempt 
to gain feedback from senior Korean Army officers by the 
analysis of questionnaires and interviews. The results of 
the analysis are summarized as follows: 

The first is that Army officers want to increase their 
potential ability and merits, or to correct their shortcom- 
ings. In order to satisfy this requirement, the feedback of 
the rating results must be supported. The second is that 
many Army officers want to be rated by using an absolute 
evaluation system, but Army Form 1-1-28 using an absolute 
rating caused tremendously inflated marks. The third is 
that Army Forms 1-1-22 and 1-1-24 using a relative rating 
have brought several deficiencies such as favor of an impor- 
tant duty position, composition of rated groups, and rater's 
favor of an officer with long term service in rating company 
grade officers as well as inflation of marks. However, the 
obvious fact is that the main issues mentioned above are 
still continued through amendment of the evaluation system 
twelve times. 

The accuracy of the performance evaluation process 
results from rater and evaluation standards. Also the feed- 
back of the rating results makes the rater not only rate 
fairly but also improves the potential of the rated officer. 
However, the ROKAOPES seems to have one technique to control 
raters. For example, the forced distribution method does 
not work properly since there are high inflation of marks. 
Therefore the system has to adopt other alternatives in 
order to control rater effectively. 
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In conclusion, the performance rating results must be 
accurate and contribute not only to the military organiza- 
tion but also to the rated officers through feedback. . If 
the rating results are filed by commanding officers, they 
can use them to control or to counsel, and their successors 
can refer to them in order to understand the rated officers. 
As a result, the rater would be more careful in rating 
his/her subordinates. Therefore, the performance rating 
results must be a profile and the most objective data for 
personnel management. Fortunately, the ROKAOPES is trying 
to attempt some advanced evaluation techniques such as self 
appraisal, increased communication between superior and 
subordinate resulting from self appraisal, and absolute 
evaluation based on an individual's ability even though 
those are not perfect. Before terminating this study, 
several recommendations are suggested in the next section. 

B. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Effectiveness of concurrent use of Army Forms 
1-1-22/1-1-24 and Army Form 1-1-28 should be reviewed. This 
author suggested an alternative (see Figure 6.1 and 6.2) for 
this issue. 

1. Modification for an alternative 

Part II Significant Contribution consists of two 
parts: to describe a rated officer s major 

performance objectives and to list his/her 
significant contributions. 

Part III Ability and Performance Attitude: each 

evaluation item has two additional BARSs, and 
Training and Communication are added. 

- Part IV Aptitude, Future Development, and Health: 
Potential for Higher Position is substituted and 
a rated officer s Physical Training is added in 
Health. 

Part V Potential Capability: Management Capability 

is substituted for self-improvement. 

Part VI Potential Evaluation: the Profile is 

divided into 7 grades and has a normal distribution 
as a standard of the rating. A rater and a senior 
rater describe their total rating. 

2. Advantage 

Implementation of self appraisal 
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Use of various ranges of BARSs 

- Detailed grade and unforced distribution 

- Suggestion of normal distribution of rated officers 
for raters and senior raters 

Requirement of description of total rated officers 
3. Disadvantage 

- Requirement to implement the second recommendation 
to prevent inflation of marks 

Requirement to computerize rating results 

Cost of changing forms 

Give raters more motivation . Since rating subordinates 
is one of the most important work performance of a rater, 
the rater's rating history must be filed at HQ Army and 
reflected by a promotion or selection board for the rater. 
If a copy of this file is sent to the rater after reviewing 
the rating results at HQ Army and reflected by such boards, 
this would make the rater and senior rater rate accurately 
in an evaluation process. For example, inflation of marks 
is expected to be reduced by using this file and total Rated 
Officers of Part VI of Figures 6. 1 and 6. 2. Therefore, this 
author modified DA Form 67-8-2 for the ROKAOPES ( see Figure 
6. 3). 

Give feedback of the rating results and counseling. For 
this, the senior rater must file his/her subordinates' 
rating results after HQ Army judges the rating results. 
Because the rater sometimes is not a commander of basic unit 
of least administration and requirements of load reduction 
to the rater in the field are necessary. 

Develop a management information system that will ensure 
that the significant differences of officers are flagged. 

Train raters . Raters' training in Officer Basic Course 
(OBC), Officer Advanced Course (OAC), Army War College, and 
on the job training of each unit should be conducted through 
case study, role play, or seminar. 
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Increase the reliability and validity of officers' 
performance evaluation report by encouraging the rater and 
senior rater to base their evaluations on objective data by 
utilizing critical incidents as well as protracting objec- 
tive information from externally subjective data. 

A booklet including the current system, its strengths 
and weakness, and the current marking trends should be regu- 
larly published to educate rated officers, raters and senior 
raters. 



1 
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Rating 

Responaibi li ti es 



1. Rate fajrly and ooiectively t he 
eincer 3 duty performanca ana 
potential. 



2. Rank-order the officer among 
ICO of his peers. 



3. Rate ail factors independently of 
eacn other. 



4. Balance your obligations to z he 
officer with your obligations 
to the Army. 



Officer Performance Evaluation Report (for Field Grade Officer) ( ) Annual ( ) Addition 



Part I. Administrative Data 



Rank 



Service 

Numoer 



Personnel 

Officer 



Branch 



Special ty 



Patino 

period 



Unit 



Duty 

Title 



Date Asaianed 
Current Duty 



Date of 
Rank 



Duty 

Title: 



Rank: 



Service 

Numoer: 



Name: 



Signature: 



Part II. Significant Contributions 



Descr ibe your major performance objectives: 



~i*t your significant "contr ibu ti one:" 





i 

Rater | 

i 


Senior 
i Rater 






Rater 


Senior 

Rater 






Rating 






1 . 


Fully demonstrated know- 
ledge ana exoertiae in 
assigned casxs. 






4. 


Above descriDtions are 
accurate. Can be expected 
to maxe future 
contnoutions. 








2. 


Possesses the potential 
to pertorm veil out 
lacxa effort. 






5. 


Cood effort but with poor 
reaul t s. 








3. 


Worked diligently but 
wiu mediocre results. 






6. 


Lacks sincerity and 
integrity. 



Part III. Ability and Performance Attituae 



Patriotic* 


Ra t a r 


i senior 

1 Rat er 


Toopa; atioh 

| Rater 1 


wle-r. y ueu.caLeu to mission 
accomc 1 1 srunent and to tne na- 
tion under any circumstances. 






1. £si .i*ves :n teamworx ana 
cooperates wii.ingiy. 




.. generally dedicated to 

mission accompli snment and 
to tne nation. 






1 . generally cooperative, but not 
wi llmgiy. 




j. Aooears £o be dedicated to 
mission accomol l snment and 
to tne nation, out question- 






3. r'aaaiveiy cooperative. 




-». wurr.e t :mes a ope a rs to ba 

unaedicateu to rnichion accom- 
plianment and to the nation. 






4. generally beilisn and lacxs 
cooperation. 


t 


b. Can not oe aeoenaed on to 
aeiend the nation. 






b. jeiiian and *acxs coopei a ti on. 





Figure 6. 1 



Adjusted Army Form 1-1-22. 
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Leadership 


Rater 


Senior 

Rater 


Planning 


Senior 
Rater (Rater 


Possesses excellent *eaaer- 
snip and commands very well. 






1. Anticipates requirements and 
taxes initiative in solving 
prooiema. 






... Possesses aooa leaaersrjp and 
generally conmunos well. 






... generally anticipates require- 
ments and taxes initiative in 
•olving prooiema. 






Jj. Does not command very well, 
but maintains a conesive 
unit. 






J. .axes action alter receiving 
guidance. 






«t. Commands we*, only under 
favorable conditions. 






•«. generally iicxs foresight and 
initiative. 






0. -acxs leadership and causes 
subordinate di saatl sf ac ti on. 






i>. -ic Ks foresight and initia- 
tive. 




r 


Responsibility 


Rater 


Senior 

Rater 


Drive 


Rater 


Senior 
I Rater 


a. Possesses strong resoonsioi- 
lity ana accomoiisnes tne 
mission thoroughly. 






-. Deficiently accorr.oi i sne s any 
mission under cnanging situa- 
tions. 






.. Acoears to have resoonsioi- 
lity and usually accomplishes 
the mission. 






1. rtODeara to accomplish a given 
mission. 






1. appears to have responsibi- 
lity but does not willingly 
accomplish the mission. 






j. zlficientiy accomoiisnes a 
mission only under favorable 
condi tiona. 






rassiva ana lacxs responsi- 
bility. 






<t. generally lacxs driving force 
and aesire to accomplish tlie 
mission. 






b. Lacxs and snirxs responsibi- 
li ty. 


J 




0. Lacxs dnvinc force and desire 
to accoaplian the mission. __ 






Prof essional 
Knowledge 


Rater I 


Senior 

Ratar 


Character 


Rater 


Sem or j 
Ra ter 


1. Possesses the r.iqhest aearee 
or protessionai ccmpetenca 
in every aspect. 






.. Darns the utmost resDect cy 
pride m nion ctanaaras ot 
cress, grooming, and military 
manne r. 






1. Generally possesses a high 

aearee of proraaaional compe- 
petance. 






1. G*ne rally earns resoect by 
oride in hiqn standards of 
dress, grooming, ana military 
manne r. 






J. rossesses an adequate deoree 
ot protessional comoetence. 






1. fair m standaids of cress. 

grooming, ana military manner. 






t. ^eneiai.y lacks orotessior.ai 
Knowledge in accompli sni ng 
the mission. 






•i. Poor in stanaaraa oi areas. 

grooming, ana military manner. 






3 . Lacxs croressionai xncviedqe 
in accompli amng the miasion. 


i 




d. Does not earn reiSDect by pride 
in man standards ot dress, 
grooming, ana military manner. 


\ 




Training 

Personnel 


1 

Rater) 


Senior 

Hater 


Communication 


Rater 


Senior 

Hater 


.iaina subordinates very 
well. 






. . Delivers Ciear, concise, and 
wei 1-organized presentations. 






1. generally trains subordinates 
well. 






_. Generally delivers ciear, con- 
cise, ana we 1 1 -o rgani zed pre- 
sentations. 






J. Trains subordinates fairly. 






J . General*/ gives understandable 
presentations. 






•4. Attemots to train subordi- 
nates well, but with poor 
results. 






-t. frequently lacks confidence 
and gives unorganized presen- 
tation*. 






Does not train aubordmatea 
very well. 






d. Does net piesent logical, con- 
cise, and clear ideaa. 







Figure 6. 1 



Adjusted Army Form 1 



1-22 ( cont ' d) . 
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— 1 T T 

Part IV. Aptitude, Future Development, Health 


Factor* 


Contents 


Rater 


Senior 

Rater 


Apt! tud* 


What kind of duty is this officer suited for? 

1. Commander 2 . Staff 3. Administrative 

4. Special S. Instructor 6. Other 






Future 

Development 


What do you expect his Suture contribution as a Leader to be? 

1. Certainly to be expected 2. To Da expected 

3. Need more ooaervation 4. Hard to decide 




• 


Speci al ty 


What specialty is proper for this officer? 

1. Personnel 2. Ir.te l liaanca 3. Operation 

4. Logistics 5. Planning 6. Special 


i 

i 


I 

i 


Education 

1 


What la this officer' a potential for education? 

1. Seccswend ahead of con t emoo r a ri e s 

2. ^eccnunena • i th contenponnei 

3. !.<ea to oo serve more 

4. Do not recommend 




I 


Fotenti al 
tor Hi oner 
Position 


What Is this officei *s potential for carrying cut the next higner 
duty position? 

1. Certainly has potential to carry it out 

2. faitiaily has potential to carry it out 

3. Need to ODserve more 

4. Does not have the potential to carry it out 






Self- 

Improvement 


Does this officer see* se 1 X- improvement ’ 

1 . A 1 w a v a 
2 . U b u a i 1 y 

3 . Sore 1 1 me s 

4 . Never 




i 


He a 1 til 


ruiat la the condition cf this officer s physical training? 
( ) class 






inst la the condition of thia officer a health? 

1. Strong mental and physical state 

2. Strong pnysical stats, out uea* mental state 

3. w«sk physical state, but strong mental state 






Personal 

Lite 


Describe this officer's personal and iamily life. 
1. Excellent 2. Good 3. Averaqe 4 Poor 


i 





Figure 6. 1 



Adjusted Army Form 1-1-22 



( cont ' d) . 
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Part V. Potential Capability 




Contents 


Opinion 


Contents 


Opinion 


Rater 


Description of 
strong points. 




P ro f essionai 
ethics. 




Recommendations 
tor improvement. 




Management 
Capaoi li ties. 




Prof essionai 
compet ence. 




Relationship 
with others. 




Intermediate 

Rater 


Overall opinion: 

Duty Title: Rank: Name: Signature: 


Senior 

Racer 


Overall opinion: 


Describe the faimeae 1. severe 2 . slightly severe 3. balanced 

of the rater: 4. sligntly lenient 5. very lenient 


Part VI. Potential Evaluation 



Rating 



Profile 



Racer 



Senior 

Racer 



Ratings 



Outstanding 

( 1 ) 



na c ee 
Ratings 



B 



Excellent 
( 4) 



Above 

Average 

( 15 ) 



Ave rage 
( 60) 



Be i ow 
Average 

( 15) 



Poor 
( 4) 



Very 

Poor 

< 1 ) 



Part VII. Rater Signature 



Rater 



Senior 

Racar 



Army HQ 
Juagment 



Uni t 


Duty 

Title 


Rank 


Servica 

NumceT 




1 




) 










Rating: 


Personnel 

Officer 



Name 



Dace Asalaned 
Current Duty 



Signature 



Rank: Nam«t Signatures 



Figure 6.1 Adjusted Army Form 1-1-22 (cont'd). 
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Racing 

Responsibilities | 



1. Rate f a i r I v ana objectively the 3. Rate all factors maeoer.aently of 
officer s duty performance' and eacn other, 

potential. 



I 



Rank-order the officer among 
100 of his peers. 



4. Balance your obligations to the 
oi ficer with your obligations 
to the Army. 



Officer Performance Evaluation Report (for Company Grace Officer) { ) Annual ( ) Addition 



Part I. Administrative Data 



Rank 


Service 

Number 


.'lame 


3ranch 


Specialty 

| 

1 


Rating 
Period | 


Uni t | 


1 Cutv 

n-Ce 1 


Cate Assigned 
Current Duty 


Date of 1 
Ran* j 










1 








1 


.... i 


Personnel 1 Duty 
Officer j Title: 




Rank: 


Service 

Number: 




Name: 




Signature: 





Part II. Significant Contributions 



^escribe your major pertormance objectives: 



IT 5c" your signmcant contributions: 





1 

Rater 


Senior 

Rater 






Rater 


Senior 

Rater 






Rating 






1. 


Sully demonstrated know- 
leaae ana expertise in 
assigned tasks. 






4. 


Above descriptions are 
accurate. Can oe exoected 
to make future 
contributions. 








2. 


Possesses the potential 
to oertorm well but 
lacks effort. 






5. 


Good effort but with poor 
results. 








3. 


Worked diliaentlv but 
with meaiocre resuits. 






6. 


Lacks sincerity and 
mtegri ty. 



Part III. Ability and Performance Attitude 



.-atriotism 



Clear!-/ aeaicatea to mission 
accomol i snment and to the na- 
tion under any circumstances. 



Genera..*/ veaicated to 
mission accomoii snment and 
to the nation. 



Ac pear s to be medicated to 
mission accomo i i snment and 
to the nation', out quest! on- 



-ometimes aooears to ce 
unaeaicatea to mission accom- • 
piisnment and to the nation. 



Can not be aeoendea on to 
den end the nation. 



Rater ' 


senior , 

Rater 


_on;.aen: e 


| Rater i 

! 


| 




1. Can be re.ieu on to 

accomolisn any type of 1 

mi ssi on. 


! 


‘ 

l 




3. Cenerai.lv can be rei :ed on 
to accomplish any typ e 
oi mission. 


1 

! | 


i 

. 




3. General./ can carry out 
a given mission. 


( 

j 


| 

j 




4. Can not be relied on to 
accomoiisn an important 
mission. 








o. Can net be relied on to 
accomplisn any mission. 

L — 





c e.n i o r 
Rater 



Figure 6. 2 Adjusted Army Form 1-1-24. 
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Leadership 


Rater 


| Senior 
I Rater 


Planning 


i 

Rater 


— 

Senior 
I Rater 


. . -assesses excellent *eaaer- 
snip and commands very well. 






1. Anticipates requirements and 
taxes initiative m solving 
problems. 






... Possesses aooa leaaersr.ip and 
generally conunanas veil. 






1. Generally anticipates require- 
ments and taxes initiative in 
solving problems. 






j . boes not eommana very weu, 
but maintains a cohesive 
unit. 






j. Taxes action alter receiving 
guidance. 






t . Commands wei. only unaer 
iavoraoie conditions. 






■t. weneraii.y *acxs roresight and 
initiative. 






a. wacxs .eauership ana causes 
subordinate di ssati stac ti on. 






o. wacxs loresignt and initia- 
tive. 




/ 


Responaibili ty 


Rater 


Senior 

Rater 


Drive 


Rater 1 


1 Senior 
1 Rater 


rossesses strong resoonsio:- 
lity and accornousnes the 
mission thorougnly. 






1. efficiently accomDlisnes any 
mission unaer changing situa- 
tions. 






•. Appears to have lesoonsioi- 
lity and usually accomplishes 
the mission. 






1. Appears to accomplish a given 
mission. 






j. appears to nave lesponsipi- 
lity out does not willingly 
accomplish the mission. 






j. efficiently accomplisnes a 
mission only under favorable 
conai tions. 






**. rassive and lacxs responsi- 
bility. 






«*. weneraiiy .ack3 driving iorce 
and desire to accomplish the 
mission. 






o. wacxs and smrka responsibi- 
lity. 

1 

i 


. I 


I 


o. wacks driving lorce and aesire 
. to accomplish the mission. 




1 


Prof esaional 
knowledge 


1 

Rater ’ 


Senior 

Rater 


Character 


i 

Rater | 


Senior | 
Rater 


1. Possesses the nighest aearee 
ot protessional competence 
in every aspect. 






... iarr.s the utmost r^scech by 
pnae m hion rtanaaras ot 
cress, grooming, ana military 
manner. 






Generally possesses a hi an 
aearee ot protessional compe- 
pe tence. 






w. Ge nerai.y earns respect bv 
pride in*hiqn stanaaras of 
dress, grooming, ana military 
manner. 






1. Possesses an aaecruate dcaree 
of protessional competence. 






j. can m stanaaras cf areas, 

grooming, ana military manner. 


■ 


1 


1. Generally lacxs orot essior. al 
xnowieaqe in accompiisning 
the mission. 






4. Poor in standards or dress, 

grooming, ana military manner. 






o. wacxs protessional xncwieage 
in accompiisning the mission. 






P. Goe3 not earn respect by pride 
in hi ah stanaaras ot dress, 
grooming, ana military manner. 






Training 
Pe r sonne 1 


l 

Rater; 


Senior 

Rater 


Communication 


Rater l 


Senior 

racer 


i.. Tiaina subordinates very 
well. 






1. Delivers clear, concise, and 
well-organized presentations. 






w. Generally trains subordinates 
well. 






1. Generally delivers ciear, con- 
cise. and well-organized pre- 
sentations. 






J. Trains subordinates tairly. 






J . Generally aives under standable 
presentations. 






4. Attempts to tram suoorai* 
nates well, but with poor 
results. 






4. rreguentiy lacks confidence 
and ‘gives unorganized presen- 
tations. 






a. Goes not tram subordinates 
very weil. 






o. Goes net present logical, con- 
cise, and clear ideas. 













Figure 6. 2 



Adjusted Army Form 



1-1-24 (cont'd). 
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1 



r — ? . - i . — — - — - . I t 



Parc IV. Aptitude, Future Development. Health 



Factors 


Contents 


Rater 


Senior 

Rater 


Aptitude 


what kind of duty is this officer suited for? 

1. Commander 2. Staff 3. Administrative 

4. Special 5. Instructor 6. Other 






Future 

Development 


’What do you expect his future contribution aa a leader to be? 

1. Certainly to be expected 2. To be expected 

3. Need more ooaervation 4. Hard to aeciae 




• 


Specialty 


what specialty is proper for this officer? 

1. Personnel 2. I ntelliaence 3. ©Deration 

4. Logistics 5. Planning 6. Special 




i 

i 


Education 


What is this officer' ■ potential for education? 

1. Pecommend anead of cont emoor ar 1 e s 

2. Reccnmena vitn contemporaries 

3. Neea to observe more 

4. Do not recommend 






Potential 
tor Hicr.er 
Position 


What is this officer's potential for carrying out the next higher 
aucy position? 

1. Certainly has potential to carry it out 

2. Partially has potential to carry it out 

3. Neea to observe more 

4. Does not nave the potential to carry it out 






Self- 

Improvement 


Does this officer seek self-improvement? 

1. Always 

2. Us.ua; ly 

3. Sometimes 

4. Never 






Health 


«nat ;s the condition of this officer a physical braining? 
( ) class 






*nat is the condition or this officer’s nea IEh7 

1. Strong mental and physical state 

2. Strong physical state, but wea< mental state 

3. WeiK physical state, but strong menta*. staca 






Personal 
Lix e 


Describe this officer’s personal and family life. 
1. Excellent 2. Good 3. Average 4. Poor 




— 



Figure 6. 2 



Adjusted Army Form 



1-1-24 (cont'd). 
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■ ■ - I -I ■ ■ I _____ I 

Part V. Potential Capability 





Content* 


Opinion 


Content* 
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i Comments: 



Figure 6. 3 



Evaluation Profile for Rater. 
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APPENDIX A 
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pioblcms - toluuont iiw*yt icflcci f*ii and 



APPENDIX B 

PERTINENT REGULATION OF THE U. S. MARINE CORPS 
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13C 130 13C t3F 13G i«* >«« i-*C 140 
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MCAS KANEOHE 



SECONQ duty P«€F6P€NC£ 

MAR3KS JACKSONVILLE 



7Hi«0 OUTY P«€FEA£/«C£ 
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CO C, 1ST3N , 2DMAR 
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L 



'JSMC , 
285^2-5504 



1. After fitness reports are audited for completeness and compliance with this 
Manual, receipt of ail fitness reports at HQMC 13 acknowledged by a computer-generated 
receipt a3 shown above, 

2. Receipts are mailed to Marines at their duty address as determined from the 

reporting unit code reported through the MMS, Receipts for IRR 1 s are mailed to their 
home address, , 

3. Receipts are printed in presealed envelopes and are addressed only to the 
individual Marine whose fitness report is being acknowledged. Information within the 
envelope Is personal, and is not available to persons other than the individual^ Marine 
and the necessary processing and handling personnel at HQMC, 

4. Marines who have not received a receipt within 90 days of the end of a reporting 
period may initiate inquiry by Administrative Action Form via the normal fitness 
report chain of command. Inquiries received at HQMC without intermediate endorsements 
will not be processed, 

5. The Commandant of the Marine Corps (MMPS) should be advised of any incorrect data 
detected on a fitness report receipt; e,g,, if a receipt 3hows an incorrect assign- 
ment, period of the report, or reporting occasion. The correct information should be 
Included in the correspondence , 

Figure B. 1 Fitness Report Receipt Notice. 
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Figure B. 2 



Master Brief Sheet. 
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